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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
February 1, 1960

Hon. GLENN M. ANDERSON
President of the Senate, and MEMBERS OF THE SENATE
Senate Chamber, Sacramento
Hon. Rarre M. BROWN
Speaker of the Assembly, and MIEMBERS OF THE ASSEMBLY
Assembly Chamber, Sacramento
GENTLEMEN:

‘Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 88, adopted in the 1959 ses-
sion, provides that “. . . the State Board of Education and The
Regents of the University of California are requested to report on
the subject of this resolution to the Legislature at its 1960 regular
session within three days of the convening thereof. . . .” Pursuant
ta this resolution, we now transmit the study requested, which is en-
titled 4 Master Plan for Higher Education in California, 1960-1975.
The Liaison Committee plans later to publish this report for wider
distribution, at which time the supporting data may be further re-
fined. The Liaison Committee also plans to issue the reports of the
Technical Committees as separate documents.

We are glad to inform you that these recommendations set forth
in Chapter I of this report were unanimously approved in principle
by The Regents of the University of California and the State Board
of Education meeting in joint session on December 18, 1959. Because
of the enthusiastic endorsement of these recommendations by our two
boards and their wide acceptance by our faculties, the press in Cali-
fornia, and many informed citizens, we are anxious to have them
fully implemented.

Accordingly, the full resources of our respective offices are avail-
able to assist in any way to carry out those of the recommendations
requiring legislative action. Since the remaining recommendations
already bave the approval of our boards, we shall proceed without
delay with their implementation.

Respectfully submitted,

Ao Mk, S,

President of the Unsversity of California

., 54.}4.“/

Superintendent of Public Instruction
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

January 29, 1960

To: Liaison Committee of the State Board of Education and
The Regents of the University of California

FroMm:  Master Plan Survey Team

SuBJECT: Transmission of 4 Master Plan for Higher Education in
Cadlifornia, 1960-1975

Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 88, approved by the 1959
Legislature, requests the Liaison Committee “. . . to prepare a
Master Plan for the development, expansion, and integration of the
facilities, curriculum, and standards of higher education, in junior
colleges, state colleges, the University of California, and other insti-
tutions of higher education of the State, to meet the needs oi the
State during the next 10 years and thereaiter . . .” and to transmit
that plan “. . . to the Legislature at its 1960 regular session within
three days of the convening thereof. . . .” Accordingly, the Com-
mittee at its meeting on June 3, 1959, took the two following actions,
both subsequently endorsed by the two governing boards:

1. Approved the general outline for the study and the major prob-
lems to be included.

2. Created a study committee (later called the Master Plan Survey

Team) and delegated to it responsibility for developing the
plan in accordance with the approved outline.

The Master Plan Survey Team now transmits its report to the
Liaison Committee. In so doing it comments as follows:

1. Despite widely divergent views held by different members of
the team as to how higher education in California should de-
velop in the future, the sixty-three recommendations made to
the Committee were approved by the team without a single
dissenting vote.

2. The suggestions made by the Liaison Committee for clarification
and modification of the Survey Team’s recommendations were

v



of such a constructive character that the team accepted those
changes. Consequently, the wording oi the recommendations as
approved by the two governing boards in Chapter I is identical
with that found in the body of the report.

The team wishes to record its deep appreciation particularly to the
Technical Committees, which provided much of the basic information
underlying the Master Plan Survey report, to the Joint Advisory
Committee, and to the Office of Publications of the University of
California for assistance in editing and producing both this report
and those of the Technical Committees. In addition, the team is most
appreciative of the fine co-operation on the part of administrators
and staff of both public and private institutions of higher education
in the state, members of the Legislature, other departments oi the
State government, and many other persons who contributed to the
completion of this report within the time schedule. The Survey Team
also wishes to express its deep regret at the untimely death during
the course of the survey of Herman A. Spindt, Chairman of the Tech-
nical Committee on Selection and Retention of Students.

Respectfully submitted,

MASTER PLAN SURVEY TEAM

Arthur G. Coons, Chairman; President, Occidental College

WW“LDM

Arthur D. Browne, Joint Séaf Member, State Colleges;
Specialist in Higher Education, State Department of
Education

MQ.%

Howard A. Campion, Join¢ Staif Member, Junior Colleges;
Associate Superintendent, Los Angeles Public Schools,
Retired



e P At

Glenn S. Dumke, Representative, State Colleges; President,
San Francisco State Coilege

R O 7,4%)/-

Thomas C. Holy, Joint Staff Member, Unsversity of California;
Special Consultant in Higher Education, University of
California

95

Dean E. McHenry, Representative, University of California;

Professor of Political Science, University of California,
Los Angeles

TL_—...,?Q.,.Q../

Henry T. Tyler, Representative, Junior Colleges; Executive
Secretary, California Junior Coilege Association

f;w,eﬂ\-

Robert J. Wert, Representative, Independent Colleges and
Universities; Vice-Provost, Stanford Universiiy
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PREFACE

The recommendations contained in the Master Plan for Higher
Education are set forth in Chapter I of this publication. Some of
the factors which brought about the passage of Assembly Concur-
rent Resolution No. 88, the authority for this study, are presented
in Chapter II. Among these were the rapidly mounting enrollments
in the state’s institutions of higher education, the state’s financial
outlook, and a growing concern that competition and unnecessary,
wasteful duplication between the state colleges and the University
of California might cost the taxpayers millions of dollars.

Governor Edmund G. Brown called a Special Session of the 1960
Legislature which considered recommendations in this report requir-
ing legislative action. Appendix I gives a summary of these actions.

The basic issue in the development of the Master Plan for Higher
Education in California is the future role of the junior colleges, state
colleges, and the University of California in the state’s tripartite
system and how the three segments should be governed and co-ordi-
nated so that unnecessary duplication will be avoided. This is not
a new problem in California. As early as 1899, the California Edu-
cational Commission of 70 members was created to examine the
state’s educational program. One of its recommendations called for
“a uniform board for the governing of normal schools.” This recom-
mendation was subsequently enacted into a law which placed the
normal schools under the State Board of Education.

After careful consideration of this basic issue, the Master Plan
Survey Team concluded that structure, function, and co-ordination
were all so closely interrelated that they must be dealt with as a
single problem. Moreover, the team concluded that the primary role
of each of the three public segments and their relationship one with
another were so basic to their orderly development that these roles
and these relationships ought to be a part of the State Constitution.
Accordingly, there is recommended the addition of a new section
to Article IX of the Constitution which defines the primary role oi

each of the three public segments and the machinery for their co-
ordination.



In addition to the constitutional amendment, the Master Plan
Survey includes some 60 other recommendations relating to various
aspects of higher education in the state, all designed to provide edu-
cational opportunity to qualified students at a minimum cost to the
taxpayer.

. The Master Plan Survey Team recognizes the great contribution
private colleges and universities have made and will continue to
make to the state. It has included these institutions in the recom-
mended state-wide co-ordinating agency with the opportunity for an
authentic voice bearing on policies directly affecting their welfare.

The Master Plan Survey Team believes in the validity of the
recommendations' of this report, which have been unanimously ap-
proved in principle by both The Regents of the University oi Cali-
fornia and the State Board of Education. If the recommendations
are carried out and the Constitution amended as indicated, California’s
tripartite system of public higher education, long admired by other
States, will be saved from destruction by unbridled competition. If
these actions now recommended are taken, California will again
pioneer in the field of higher education, its system a model of co-
operation for the whole nation.
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CHAPTER 1

RECOMMENDATIONS

Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 88, emacted by the 1959
Legislature, requested the Liaison Committee of the State Board of
Education and The Regents of the University of California “. . . to
prepare a2 Master Plan for the development, expansion, and integra-
tion of the facilities, curriculum, and standards of higher education,
in junior colleges, state colleges, the University of California, and
other institutions of higher education of the State, to meet the needs
of the State during the next ten years and thereafter. . . .”

Pursuant to this request the Liaison Committee, through its Master
Plan Survey Team, developed such a plan and transmitted it to a
joint session of The Regents of the University of California and the
State Board oi Education on December 18, 1959. At that time the
following resolution was adopted by unanimous vote of the 21
Regents and nine State Board members present:

BE IT RESOLVED by The Regents of the University of California and
the State Board of Education, in joint meeting, that the accompanying recom-
mendations of the Liaison Committee, based upon the report of the Master
Plan Survey, be approved in general principle.

The recommendations of the Liaison Committee presented to the
joint session of the two boards in Berkeley follow: *
To THE REGENTS oF THE UNIVERSITY 07 CALIFORNIA
AND THE STATE BoARrD oF EDUCATION:

Your Liaison Committee reports that, pursuant to the provisions of Assembly
Concurrent Resolution No. 88, adopted by the Legislature in 1959, and pursuant
to action taken by the two Boards in joint session on April 15, 1959, it has
directed a basic study and the preparation of a Master Plan for Higher Education
in the State of California to meet the needs of the State during the next ten years
and thereaiter; and as a resuit of said Study recommends as follows:

STRUCTURE, FuncTION, AND Co-ORDINATION (See Chapter III)

It is recommended that:

1. An amendment be proposed to add a new section to Article IX of the Cali-
fornia Constitution providing that: Public higher education shall consist of

1 The original order of the recommendations has been chan correspond with the ordex of
the chapters dealing with them in this publicacion. ged

(1]




MASTER PLAN FOR HIGHER EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA

the junior colleges, the State College System, and the University of Caii-
fornia. Each shall strive for excellence in its sphere, as assigned in this sec-
tion.

2. The junior colleges shall be governed by local boards selected for the pur-
pose from each district maintaining one or more junior colleges. The State
Board of Education shall prescribe minimum standards for the formation
and operation of junior colleges, and shall exercise general supervision over
said junmior colleges, as prescribed by law. Said public jumior colleges shall
offer instruction through but not beyond the fourteenth grade level inciud-
ing, but not limited to, one or more of the following: (a) standard collegiate
courses for transfer to higher institutions, (b) vocational-technical fields
leading to employment, and (c) general, or liberal arts courses. Studies in
these fields may lead to the Associate in Arts or Associate in Science degree.
Nothing in this section shall be construed as altering the status of the junior
college as part of the Public School System as defined elsewhere in the
Constitution.

3. The State College System:

a. Shall constitute a public trust, to be administered by a body corporate
known as “The Trustees of the State College System of California” with
number, term of appointment, and powers closely paralleling those of the

Regents.

b. The board shall conmsist oi five ex-officic members: the Gavernor, the
Lieutenant Governor, the Speaker of the Assembly, the Superintendent
of Public Instruction, and the chiei executive officer of the State College
System; and 16 appointive members appointed by the Governor for
terms of 16 years. The chief executive officer of the State College System
shalil also sit with The Regents in an advisory capacity, and the President
of the University of California shall sit with the Trustees in an advisory
capacity. The members of the State Board of Education shall serve ex
officio as first Trustees, being replaced by regular appointess at the expi-
ration of their respective terms.

¢. The state colleges shall have as their primary function the provision of
instruction in the liberal arts and sciences and in professions and applied
fields which require more than two years of collegiate education and
teacher education, both for undergraduate students and graduate students
through the master’s degree. The doctoral degree may be awarded jointly
with the University of Californiz, as hereinaiter provided. Faculty re-
search, using facilities provided for and consistent with the primary func-
tion of the state colleges, is authorized.

4. The University of California shall be governed by The Regents as provided
in Section 9 of Article IX of the California Constitution. The University
shall provide instrucuion in the liberal arts and sciences, and in the pro-
fessions, including teacher education, and shall have exclusive jurisdiction
over training for the professions (including but not by way of limitation),’

3 The dxaft of tha proposed cnnstitntonal amendment by mutual sgreement omirs the phrase

“including but not by way of limitacon.”



RECOMMENDATIONS 3

dentistry, law, medicine, veterinary medicine, and graduate architecture. The
University shall have the sole authority in public higher education to award
the doctor’s degree in all fields of learning, ezcep¢ that it may agree with
the state colleges to award joint doctor’s degrees in selected fieids. The
University shall be the primary state-supported academic agency for re-
search, and The Regents shall make reasonable provision for the use of its
library and research facilities by qualified members of the facuities of other
higher educational institutions, public and private.

5. An advisory bodi, the Co-ordinating Council for Higher Education:

a. Shall consist of 12 members, three representatives each from the Univer-
sity, the State College System, the jumior colleges, and the independent
colleges and universities. The University and the State College System
each shall be represented by its chief executive officer and two board
members appointed by the boards. The junior colleges shail be repre-
sented by (1) a member of the State Board of Education or its Chief
Executive Officer; (2) a representative of the local governing boards;
and (3) a representative of the local junior college administrators. The
independent colleges and universities shall be represented as determined
by agreement of the chief executive officers of the University and the
State College System, in consultation with the association or associations
of private higher educational institutions. All votes shall be recorded, but
effective action shall require an affirmative vote of four of the six Uni-
versity and state college representatives; except that om junior college
matters the junior college representatives shall have effective votes; and
on the appointment and removal of a director of the Council all 12 shall
be effective. .

b. A director of the staff for the Co-ordinating Council shail be appointed
by a vote of eight of the 12 Council members, and may be removed by
a vote of eight members of the Council. He shall appoint such staf as
the Council authorizes.

c. The Co-ordinating Council shall have the following functions, advisory
to the governing boards and appropriate State officials:

(1) Review of the annual budget and capital outlay requests of the Uni-
versity and the State College System, and presentation to the Gover-
nor of comments on the general level of support sought.

(2) Interpretation of the functional differentiation among the publicly
supported institutions provided in this section; and in accordance
with the primary functions for each system as set forth above, advise
The Regents and The Trustees on programs appropriate to each
system.

(3) Development of plans for the orderly growth of higher education
and making of recommendations to the governing boards on the need
for and location of new facilities and programs.

d. The Council shail have power to require the public institutions of higher
education to submit data on costs, selection and retention of students,

enrollments, capacities, and other matters pertinent to effective planning
and co-crdination.
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SELECTION AND RETENTION OF STUDENTS (See Chapters IV and V)

VALIDITY OF ENTRANCE REQUIREMENTS
It is recommended that:

1. The junior colleges, state colleges, and University make statistical studies
of their entrance requirements, and report annually, in standard form, to
the co-ordinating agency on validity judged by: (a) scholastic success,
(b) persistence, (c) rate of dismissal, and (d) scores on standard tests.

2, Each public segment report annually to the co-ordinating agency on its grad-
ing standards, providing data on such matters as the following:

a. Distribution of undergraduate grades awarded (proportion of each grade
given for each institution, department, and by lower and upper division).

b. Its grading differential with other institutions or segments as computed
from the records made by transfers.

ADMISSIONS POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
I is recommended that:

1. In order to raise materially standards for admission to the lower division,
the state colleges select first-time freshmen from the top one-third® (33%
per cent) and the University from the top one-eighth * (124 per cent) of all
graduates of California public high schools with:

a. Continuation of existing special programs and curricula involving excep-
tions to this rule subject to approval by the respective boards, and these
to be kept to a minimum, and those that are continued to be reported
annuaily to the co-ordinating agency. Any new special programs and
curricula invoiving such exceptions to be approved by the co-ordinating
agency.

b. Graduates of private and out-of-state secondary schools to be held to
equivalent levels.

2. Implementation of Recommendation Number 1 to be left to the two systems
with the following provisions:

a. Each to have the new requirements in force for students admitted for
Fall, 1962.

b. Inasmuch as the Survey Team favors acceptance in both systems of a
requirement that all, or almost all, of the recommending units for ad-
mission shall be in college preparatory courses, that the application of
such a requirement be carefully studied during 1960, and this principle
be applied as fully as possible throughout both systems.

3. For both the state colleges and the University, freshman admissions through
special procedures outside the basic requirements of recommending units of
high school work and/or aptitude tests (such as specials and exceptions to
the rules) be limited to 2 per cent of all freshman” admissions in each sys-
tem for a given year. Furthermore that all “limited” students be required to
meet regular admission standards.*

¢ State Doard of Educacion action makes this effective Fall of 1960.
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4. Junior college functions now carried by state colleges and nondegree lower
division programs at any state college or University campus (other than
extension) be subject to the following rule:

The equivalent of junior college out-of-district tuition be charged begin-
ning in Fall, 1960, against the counties oi residence of all lower division
students who are ineligible to admission by regular standards, and the funds
collected .paid to-the General Fund of the State.

Furthermore, that such junior college functions now carried by state
colleges at State expense be terminated not later than July 1, 1964, all
admittees thereafter being required to meet standard entrance requirements.

5. The state colleges and the University require 2 minimum of at least 36 units
of acceptable advanced standing credit before considering the admission of
applicants ineligible to admission as freshmen because of inadequate grades
in high school, except for curricula that require earlier transfer,® and except
also that each state college and campus of the University, through special
procedures developed by each, be permitted to accept for earlier transfer
not more than 2 per cent of all students who make application for advanced
standing in any year.

6. Undergraduate applicants to the state colleges and the University who are
legally resident in other states be required to meet higher entrance require-
ments than are required oi residents of California, such out-of-state appli-
cants to stand in the upper half of those ordinarily eligible. Furthermore,
that there be developed and applied 2 common deﬁmtmn of legal residence
for these public segments.

7. A study of the transfer procedures to both the University and the state
colleges be undertaken through the co-ordinating agency during 1960 with
the view of tightening them. Evidence available to the Master Plan Survey
Team indicates the need for such action.

8. A continuing committee on selection, admission, and retention as a part of
the co-ordinating agency be established, to make further studies in these
fields (see Recommendations 1 and 2, under “Validity of Entrance Require-
ments,” page 4), and to report annually to the appropriate agencies and
persons on the following practices:

a. Transfer procedures as indicated in Recommendation 7

b. State college and University procedures in admission to the graduate
fivision

¢. The desirability of differing standards of admission for the varying pro-
grams within each segment of publicly supported institutions

9. Private institutions of higher education in California in the approaching
period of heavy enroilments strive for increased excellence by adopting
rigorous admission and retention standards.

¢ Both systems have adopted 60 unit rules for such tansfer students, but each left 2 way to
bypass it. The state colleges allow admission on 24 umies with a B average: the University, on

_}0¢mm&al4mdmtammdumqmm&s$ch&m&pﬁm
est.
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RETENTION
It is recommended that:
1. Each segment strive for greater uniformity in policy and practices on pro-

bation and dismissal; that among segments where the programs are com-
parable, an effort be made to secure uniformity in policy and practices on
probation and dismissal; and that each segment report annuaily full reten-
tion statistics to the co-ordinating agency.

DISTRIBUTION OF LOWER DIVISION STUDENTS

It is recommended that:
1. In order to implement more fully the action of The Regents of the Univer-

sity of California and the State Board of Education in 1955, “the University
of California emphasize policies leading to the reduction of lower division
earollments in relation to thase of the upper and graduate divisions, and
the state colleges pursue policies which will have a similar effect,” the per-
centage of undergraduates in the lower division of both the state colleges
and the University be gradually decreased ten percentage points below that
existing in 1960 (estimated to be 51 per cent in both segments) by 1975.
It is further recommended that the determination of the means by which
this recommendation can best be carried out, be the responsibility of the
governing boards.’

STATE SCHOLARSHIPS AND FELLOWSHIPS
It is recommended that:

1.

The present scholarship program be expanded to include additional scholar-
ships to provide for the rapidly increasing number of qualified applicants.

2. The amount of the scholarship be increased to compensate for additional

educational costs since the original stipend was established.

. In the event a State scholarship recipient elects to attend a junior college

before entering a four-year institution, his scholarship be retained for him,
provided his junior college record meets the level requxred by the State
Scholarship Commission.

In addition to the State Scholarship Program a new and separate bill be
enacted to provide subsistence grants to recipients of State scholarships, the
amount of such grants to-be based on the financial need of the individual
students, the maximum amount being that necessary to defray expemses of
room and board at the average of such charges to the student in institu-
tionally operated student residences.

. In view of the need to divert more college graduates into teaching and the

need for more funds to provide fellowship assistance to those in graduate
training, a new State Graduate Fellowship Program be established to ac-
complish these purposes and to assist in making it possible for graduate
schools to operate at as near capacity as possible.

71t is estizuated that this recommendation would remli: remlt in the transfer of some 40,000 lower

studenes to the junior colleges by 1978. l:uapecudthn:herecommendanonmsdec:

mu college studenss from the upper 3344 per cent of all public high schooi graduates and the
from the upper lm cent, together with the recommendsnon thar all ‘limited™
stmdants L

admisgion requirements, will make up another 10,000.
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INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITIES AND AREA NEEDS (See Chapter VI)
UTILIZATION OF PHYSICAL PLANTS

It is recommended that:

1. The standard utilization of classrooms in the junior colleges, state colleges,
and the University of California be at the maximum practicable levels, but
in no case shall [use of classrooms] average less than 30 scheduled hours per
week, with class enrollments aiter the first month of the term averaging 60
per cent of room capacity.

2. The standard room utilization of teaching laboratories in the junior colleges,
the state colleges, and the University of California be at the maximum prac-
ticable levels, but in no case shall {use of laboratories] average less than 20
scheduled hours per week, with class enrollments after the first month of the
term averaging 80 per cent of room capacity.

3. In determining the need for instructional facilities in the junior colleges,
state colleges, and campuses of the University of California, these factors
be taken into account:

a. The two recommended standards of utilization

b. The space standards as found in Tables 33, 34, and 36 of 4 Restudy of
the Needs of California in Higher Education® (with such modifications
as changes in the present differentiation of functions among the public
segments may justify).

¢. The number of FTE (full-time equivalent) ® students used in projecting
building requirements be limited to those to be instructed in the day
program, that is, from 8:00 a.m. to 5:C0 p.m.

4. In the scheduling of classes greater use be made of the late afternoon and
evening hours and when possible of Saturday, thereby making the achieve-
ment of the foregoing utilization standards easier.

5. The scheduling of instructional faciiities be centrally controlled on each
campus with such exceptions as may be approved by the appropriate govern-
ing board. (Examples of exceptions are the physical facilities for medicine,
law, and other areas where the facilities are designed for highiy specialized
uses.)

6. The co-ordinating agency (or a continuing commiitee on plant problems
which it might create) undertake without delay the following studies:

a. A complete study of the current utilization in the junior colleges, state
colleges, and the University of California {no such study has been made
since 1953-34] for the specific purpose of making such modification in
the above-recommended standards of utilization as are justified by the
findings.

*T. B. McConnell, T. C. Holy, and H. H. Semans, A Restudy of the Needs of California in
Higher Educarion. Sacramento: California State Department of Educadon, 1953, pp. 345, 348. 352.

*The pumber of full-dme equuvaieat students in an insdrunon is determined by dividing by
30dutou1numoe:oxumts'ofaednto:wm:hanstud:numen:oﬂedmtaym.
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b. The possible economic and educational gains that might be effected by
the adoption of an articulated calendar for all segments of public higher
education in California.

7. Space provisions for health services be increased to allow for infirmary care
on state college and University campuses where dormitories are provided.

8. Inasmuch as the space standards found in 4 Restudy of the Needs of Cali-
fornia in Higher Education, in Tables 33, 34 and 36, were based on the then
existing functions of the state colleges and the University, such standards
be modified where agreed-upon changes in functions require diferent space
allocations.

9. In order to provide calendar arrangements that will both fit the public-
‘school year and permit fuller use of the state’s higher education physical
facilities:

a. Every public higher education institution, and private institutions as able,
oifer academic programs in the summer months of unit value equivalent
to one-quarter of a year, one-half or three-quarters of a semester.

b. State funds be provided for the state colleges and the University of
California to offer during the full summer period academic programs on
one or more of the patterns indicated in (a) above for regular degree and
credential candidates who have met basic admission requirements.

c. The co-ordinating agency (or a continuing committee which it might
create) study during 1960 the relative merits of three-semester and four-
quarter plans for year-round use of the physical plants of both public
and private institutions, and on the basis of that study recommend a
calendar for higher ecducation in California.

ENROLLMENT LIMITATIONS AND PROJECTED PLANT NELDS

It is recommended that:

1. With respect to the establishment of new state colleges and campuses of the
University, the governing boards reaffirm their action taken in joint session
on April 13, 1959, to the effect that “no new State Colleges or campuses ot
the University, other than those already approved, shail be established until
adequate Junior College facilities have been provided, the determination of
adequacy to be based on studies made under the direction of the Liaison
Committee of the State Board of Education and The Regents of the Uni-
versity of California . . .” with the further provision that the new state
colleges and campuses of the University established by action of the Legis-
lature in (957, and by action of The Regents, also in 1957, be limited to
upper division and graduate work until such time as adequate junior college
opportunities are provided for the primary area served by these institutions.

2. The following f{fuil-time enrollment ranges be observed for existing in-
stitutions. for those authorized but not yet established, and for those later
established:
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Type of Institution Minimum* Qptimum Maximum
Junior Colleges 400 3,500 6.000*
State Colleges
In densely populated areas
in metropolitan centers ________ 5,000 10,000 20,000

Qutside metropolitan genters 3,000
University of California Campuses®_ 5,000

8,000 12,000
12,000 27,500

1 These are to be arrained within seven to ten years after students are first ad-

-mmmsgmmm Umvunw,ca;tuiazudmwmkmbm:d:m

plines and one or more

* This maximum might be exceeded in densely populated aress in metropolitan

. The state give encouragement to making junior college facilities avail-
able for the school districts not now adequately served either through the
establishment of new junior colleges or by making them a part of districts
now served by junior colleges. Evidence at hand indicates that there is need
for new junior colleges in the following school districts:

Schaol districts to be included *
San Diego City Unif. (additional campuses)
Los Angeles ]J.C.(additional campus)
Alhambrs H.S., El Monte U.H.S., and Montebello Unif. ...
Hayward U.HLS., Washington U.H.S., and San Leandro Unif.
Whittier U.H.S
Sequoia U.H.S. and Pescadero U.H.S.
Apaheim U.H.S.
Campbell U.H.S., Live Oak U.H.S., and Santa Clara U.H.S.
San Masteo J.C. (additcional campuses).

Oxnard U.H.S. Moorpark Memorial U.H.S., Santa Paula
U.H.S., Fillmore U.H.S., and Simi Valley Unif

Sweetwater U.H.S. and Coronado Unif.
Grossmont U.H.S. and Mounrain Empire Unif

Contra Cosra J.C. {additional campuses Antioch and Moraga)
Foothill J.C. (additional campus)
Albany City Unif., Berkeley City Unif., and Emeryville Unif.

All unified and high school districts in Merced and Yadera
coundes

Burbenk Unif.
San Luis Obispo (county unic)
Unified and high school districts in East Kem and Inyo

counties
Victoe Valley U.H.S
Barstow J.C.

Total==22 colleges

1975 Full-tims
County enrollmens 8
San Diego . __ 6,500
Los Angeles . __. 6,000
Los Angeles _____ 5,000
Alameda . __ 5,000
Los Angeles _____ 5,000
San Mateo 3,000
Orange «— 2,500
Sanea Clara . 2,500
San Mateo . __ 2,500
Veptura .. 2,500
San Diego ———__ 2,500
San Diego . 2,250
Contra Costa .. 2,250
Santa Clara 2,000
Alameda . 1,500

Merced-Madera .. 1,500
Los Angeles _____ 1,250
San Luis Obispo._ 1,000

East-Kemn-Inyo —... 950
San Berpardinpo . 550
San Berpardino __ 400

56.650

t Abbreviations: H.S.—high school, U.H.S.—union high school,

oe.

Unif.——unified, J.C.—-junior

3 197lSl“¢nmﬂmems have been substituted for the 1970 enroilments whicik appeared in the original

approved by the Joint Boards. The arrangement of :his list in descending order of enroll-
ment 13 not intended to indicate urgency of need in the same order.
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4. New state colleges in addition to those already authorized be established and

in operation by 1965 in the following areas and in descending order of esti-
mated enrollment potential:

Approximate Estimated 1975 full-time
location envollment potential
In the vicinity of Los Angeles
International Airport 19,900
In the San Bernardino-Riverside vicinity -
(vicinity of Rialto) 12,800

Although it is believed that these two institutions should be master
planned for an ultimate capacity of 20.000. the Survey Team recommends
that the 1975 enroilment be held to 10,000 and 8,000 respectively.

. In 1965 and again in 1970, if applicable, and before considering the need

for new state colleges in any other areas of the state, careful studies be
made by the co-ordinating agency of the following State Economic Areas
to determine the actual need for new state colleges that exists at the time
each study is made:
State Economic

drea

F Los Angeles-Long Beach Metropolitan area, Griffith Park-
Glendale vicinity

A San Francisco-Oakland Metropolitan area, vicinity of Red-
wood City

A San Francisco-Oakland Metropolitan area, Contra Costa
County

K Bakersfield Metropolitan area, Kern County
7 South Coastal area, Ventura County

. The three new campuses approved by The Regents in 1957—(a) San Diego-

La Jolla area, (b) Southeast Los Angeles-Orange County area, and (c) the
South Central Coastal arez (Santa Clara, San Mateo, Santa Cruz, San Benito,
and Monterey counties)—be completed without delay and in any event con-
struction to be started not later than 1962.

It is further recommended that the campus in each of the following loca-
tions be planned for 1975 enrollments as follows:

San Diego-La Jolla ........ .. . — N 7.200
Southeast Los Angeles-Orange County ... ... 12,500
South Central Coast 10,000

. Inasmuch as the estimated enrollment potential of the Berkeley campus of

the University is 43,950 for 1973 (as compared with 2 maximum enroilment

of 27,500 as recommended in 2 above for a University campus. the co-ordi-

nating agency undertake appropriate studies of how best to accommodate

the difference between these figures (approximately 16,000), such steps to

include careful study of these possibilities:

a. Diversion of some of these potential students particularly to the Davis
campus and the new South Central Coast campus.
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b. The accommodation of the remaining part of the diference (i.e., 16,000
less the impact of (a) above) through the establishment of branch in-
stallations from existing campuses in specialized fields of study such as
instruction in science at Livermore. (These would be similar to the of-
campus centers for teacher education now operated by certain of the
state colleges.)

8. In 1965, and again where applicable in 1970, and before considering the
need for new University facilities in any other areas of the state, careful
studies be made by the co-ordinating agency of the need for additional
University facilities in the San Joaquin Valley and the Los Angeles area. In
the latter area special consideration should be given as to how the diiference
between the 1975 estimates of potential University enrollment oif 52,550
and the 27,500 maximum for the University of California, Los Angeles,
campus (some 25,000 students) can best be accommodated. Such considera-
tion should include the following:

a. To what extent will this diference be cared for by the new Southeast
Los Angeles-Orange County campus, and to what extent could these po-
tential students be diverted to the La Jolla, Riverside, and Santa Barbara
campuses?

b. Will there be a need for the establishment of branch installations in
specialized felds of study from existing campuses in this area simiiar to
that included in Recommendation 7b?2

9. Because the University, among the publicly supported institutions in Cali-
fornia, has the sole responsibility ior the preparation for professions such
as architecture, dentistry, law, librarianship (graduate), medicine, optome-
try, pharmacy, public health, and veterinary medicine, periodic studies be
made of the reiation of supply to demand, particularly in fields where there
seem likely to be shortages, such as medicine and pharmacy, for the purpose

of determining what steps the University should take to meet its responsi-
bilities in these professional fieids.

Facurty DEMAND AND SupPLy (See Chapter VII)

It is recommended that:

1. Much greater efort be made to divert a greater proportion of college gradu-
ates into graduate training preparatory to careers in college and university
teaching. This diversion can best be accomplished by a concerted efort on
the part of adeguately staffed and supported counseling and guidance serv-
ices at all levels of education, and with the full co-operation oi ail college
and university faculty members.

2. More funds be secured to provide financial assistance to those in graduate
training. The high attrition rate in graduate programs is, in large part, due
to financial difficuity; and these withdrawals constitute not only a loss to
the potential faculty supply but an economic waste to the state. Provision

oi fellowship and loan funds for graduate students is undoubtedly one of
the best ways of reducing the attrition rate.
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3. Greatly increased salaries and expanded fringe benefits, such as health and
group life insurance, leaves, and travel funds to attend professional meet-
ings, housing, parking and moving expenses, be provided for facuity members
in order to make college and university teaching attractive as compared
with business and industry.”

4. Greater use be made of California-trained doctoral degree holders, especially
in the shortage years immediately ahead. For the three-vear period 1953-58
only 53 per cent of those so trained who entered teaching did so in Cali-
fornia. Evidence indicates that those leaving California do not do so by
choice.®

5. Individual faculty members and their institutions jointly assume responsi-
bility for both the initiative and opportunity for the facuity in-service prep-
aration and self-improvement, so essential for the growth and development
of the institutions.

6. Strengthening of the master’s degree programs in all institutions offering
such programs be undertaken by these institutions so that holders of this
degree may be more efective additions to the faculties of colleges, universi-
ties, and junior coileges.”

7. Reorientation of present doctoral programs offered by California institutions
be undertaken to insure that those receiving the degree and planning to
eater college and university teaching possess the qualities not only of
scholars, but of scholar-teachers. Because the University of California
awarded 54.6 per cent of the doctorates given by California institutions for
the period 1952-33—1953-36, it has a particular responmblhty for the imple-
menting of this recommendation.

8. Because of the continual change in faculty demand and supply, the co-
ordinating agency annually collect pertinent data from all segmeats of
higher education in the state and thereby make possible the testing of the
assumptions underiying this report.”®

Apurr EpucaTioN N CALIFORNIA (See Chapter VIII)

It is recommended that:
1. The “Guiding Principles for Adult Education in California’s Publicly Sup-
ported Institutions” as revised by the State Advisory Committee on Adult
Education in February, 1938, be continued as the policy framework within

”As an example of the wide differences, of 44 persons awsrded Ph.D.'s in shortage felds by
the Uaniversity of California in 1959. 2 toral of 31 accepted positons in industre at zn average
salary of $9.884 and 13 went into college teaching at an average salary of $6,075.

1B Of 4% doctor's d hoiders recentiv placed in college and university teaching outside
California by the Sd: and_College Placernent Service of the University of Califormia. Berkelev,
87 pexr cent had stated a pmemce for a position in California.

12 This is of particular im nce to the junior colleges because the highest degree held by
64.7 per cent of those newly appointed in the years 19%57-S8 and 1958-59 was the master’s
degree. Although all institutions in the state should co-operate in this effort, the !ead should be
taken the stata colleges and the University of California because of the high proportion of
all such degrees they award.

¥ The 1958 repore, prepared by the Joine Staff for che Liaison Committee and entided A Study
of Faculty Demand and Supply in California Higher Education. 1957-1970. contains a recommen-
dation, awmved by both boards. for its re-examination in 1960. A similar procedure should be
followed with respect :o this anaiysis.
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which co-ordination is accomplished, such principies to be periodically ex-
amined in the light of changing conditions throughout the state.

2. The existing State Advisory Committee on Adult Education be responsible to
the co-ordinating agency and continue the responsibilities delegated to it by
action of the State Board of Education and The Regents of the University
of California in 1953. Furthermore, that the co-ordinating agency, to which
the Comnrittee will annually report and to which it will make its recommen-
dations, provide the Committee with necessary staff assistance.

3. In order for the State Advisory Committee to be more fully representative
of agencies engaged in adult education, it be enlarged to include the follow-
ing representatives, these to have.the same length of terms as other members
of this committee:

a.-A representative of the Agricultural Extension Service of the University
of California to be appointed by the President of the University.

b. A representative of the Independent Colleges and Universities of the
state to be appointed by the Association of Independent California Col-
leges and Universities.

4. In the long-range plans for providing opportunities in higher education to
the people of California provision for adequate state support of adult educa-
tion services be assured. However, in this determination of what the state
should support, efort be made to diferentiate between those enrollees who
are pursuing a stated planned program with definite occupational or liberal
education objectives, and those who are enrolling in single courses for which
matriculation or prerequisites are absent.

ToTar EstrMATED Costs (See Chapter IX)

JUNIOR COLLEGE SUPPORT

It is recommended that:

1. Procedures be devised to assure that all funds allocated to and fcr jumior
colleges for current expense or for capital outlay by the state be expended
only for jumior college purposes, and further that the law be clarified to
require that all funds received from county junior college tuition funds for
use of buildings and equipment be expended solely for jumior college
purposes.

2. In view of the added local financial obligations. for both current expenses
and capital outlay, which will result from the Master Plan Survey recom-
mendations designed to divert to the junior coileges some 30.000 lower
division students from the 1975 estimates for the state colleges and the
University of California, and the attendant savings to the state resuiting
therefrom, the following actions be taken:

a. Procedures and methods be devised and adopted by the Legislature that
will increase the proportion of total current support paid to the junior
colleges from the State School Fund (augmented for this purpose} from
the approximately 30 per cent now in efect to approximateiy 45 per cent,
to be achieved not later than 1975.
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b. A continuing program be devised and adopted by the Legislature that
would distribute construction funds, either through grants or loans or
both, for capital outlay purposes annually to junior colleges as deter-
mined by growth, this program being for the purpose of assisting jumior
coileges to meet the facility needs of projected enroliments and of the
students to be diverted to the junior colleges.

3. All the territory of the state not now included within districts operating

junior colleges be brought into junior college districts as rapidly as possible,
so that ail parts of the state can share in the operation, control, and support
of jumior colleges. Pending the achievement of this objective, means be
devised to require areas that are not a part of a district operating a jumior
college to contribute to the support of junior college education at a rate or
level that is more consistent with the contributions to junior college support
presently made by areas included in districts that maintain junior colleges.

STUDENT FEES -

' For the state colleges and the University of California
it is recommended that:

L.

2.

4.

The two governing boards reafirm the long established principle that state
colleges and the University of California shall be tuition free to all residents
of the state.

Students who are residents of other states pay as follows:

a. All students except those exempt by law pay tuition sufficient to cover
not less than the state’s contribution to the average teaching expense per
student as defined by the Master Plan Survey Team’s Techmical Com-
mittee on Costs of Higher Education in the institution or system as
follows:

“Teaching expense is defined to include the cost of the salaries of the
instructors invoived in teaching for the proportion of their time which
is concerned with instruction, plus the clerical salaries, supplies, equip-
ment and organized activities related to teaching.”

b. Other fees for services not directly related to instruction.

. Each system devise a fee structure and collect suficient revenues to cover

such operating costs as those for laboratory fees, health, intercollegiate
athietics, student activities, and other services incidental to, but not directly
related to, instruction.

The operation of all such ancillary services for students as housing, feeding,
and parking be self-supporting. Taxpayers’ money shouid not be used to
subsidize, openly or covertly, the operation of such services. Because of the
various methods which are used to finance construction of auxiliary enter-
prises such as residence halls and dormitories, it is impossible to state in
general which portions of amortization and interest payments are properiy
chargeable to operating expense. Consequently, it is recommended further
that the governing boards determine which of such costs are appropriate

14 The distincrion between ‘“ririon’” snd “fees” is a3 follows: “mition” is defined as student
chum for teaching expense, whereas “fees”” ars for charges to the students for services not

directly related to instruction. such as heaith, counseling other than thar dxrectly related to the

sudents’ educational program, piacement services, housing, recreation, and the
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charges to operating expense and include as much as possible of those with
other operating expeases of such ancillary services.

Additional provisions be made for student aid and loans, particularly as fees
and nonresident tuition increase.

Periodically the governing boards recompute their per-student teaching ex-
pense and set nonresident tuition accordingly. Periodically they recompute
the cost of operation of services such as feeding, housing, and parking, and
set fees for such services accordingly.

Each institution retain moneys collected from nonresident tuition.

All the above policies when approved by the two governing boards be appli-
cable immediately to the state colleges and the University of California,
and that they be applied to the junior coileges as a matter of state policy
and when applicable.

OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that:

L

2.

The foregoing recommendations, in the form approved by the two boards, be
transmitted by the Superintendent of Public Instruction and the President
of the University to the Governor and to the Legislature through the chair-
men of the legislative committees on education.

The Superintendent of Public Instruction and the President of the Univer-
sity be requested to call to the attention of the Governor the desirability
of including in any call for a Special Session of the Legislature in 1960 the
consideration of those recommendations which require legislative action.™

. On behalf of the two boards, the Superintendent of Public Instruction and

the President of the University express to the Governor and the Legisiature
appreciation for this opportunity to place before them and the people of
California the views of the two governing boards on how best to meet the
difficult problems of higher education in the next decade.

18 See Appendix I for actons by the Spedial Session of ths 1960 Legislature the recommenda-
tions in this report which require legisiadve action. = om the re



CuAPTER II

ORGANIZATION AND PLAN FOR THE SURVEY

Because many of the recommendations contained in this report are
either direct outgrowths of earlier siudies or extensions of recom-
mendations found in such studies, it is important to include some
information on those studies which have had the greatest impact
on higher education in California. This information is briefly out-
lined in the following sections oi this chapter.

EARLIER STUDIES oF HIGEER EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA

California like many states has long been concerned about its
needs in higher education and the appropriate relationship among
the various segments, so that its needs would be met in the most
efficient and economical manner. As early as 1899, there was created
the California Educational Commission of 70 members to study the
state’s educational program and to make recommendations for its
improvement. Of interest today is the recommendation that legisla-
tion be enacted to provide “a uniform board for the governing of
normal schools.” This recommendation resulted in the enactment
of a law which placed the normal schools under the State Board of
Education.

In the intervening 60 years there have been many studies oi edu-
cation in California under legislative authority as weil as others by
the institutions themselves and other state agencies. Of particular
significance in terms of their impact on the development oi higher
education in California are the following:

1. The 1919 Study by a Joint Commiitee of the Legislature. This
report recommended that the state normal schools become state
teachers’ colleges. A statement which is of particular interest in the
light of the basic issue of structure, functions, and co-ordination is
the following:

Whether this [appropriate co-ordination] can be arranged for best by a
co-ordinating board, by consolidation under one board, or by some ctaer
plan, the Committee leaves to the future to decide?

*Repoxt of the Special Legislarive Commirttee on Educacton as authorized by Senate Cencur-
ent Resolotion No. 21 by the Fosty-third Session of the Legiuslacure of Califormia, 1920, p. 635.

[16]
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2. State Higher Education in California. This study, authorized
by the Legislature in 1931 and generally known as the “Suzzallo
Report,” 2 contained a recommendation which resulted in the en-
actment of a law in 1933 providing for the establishment of a State
Council for Educational Planning and Co-ordination. The purpose
of this Council was “. . . to study problems affecting the relation-
ships between the schools of the public school system and the Uni-
versity of California and to make recommendations thereon jointly
to the State Board of Education and The Regents of the University
of California through the Superintendent of Public Instruction and
President of the University of California.” * Although the legislation
creating this Council is still on the statute books, the committee has
not met since 1945.

3. 4 Report of a Survey of the Needs of Cdlifornia in Higher
Education. This report, authorized by the Legislature in 1947 and
generally known as the “Strayer Committee Report,” * has exerted
great influence on the development of higher education in California.
One unique distinction of this report is that all of its recommenda-
tions were approved by the State Board of Education and ail but

one (for subsistence scholarships) by The Regents of the University
of California.

4. A Restudy of the Needs of California in Higher Education’
This report resulted from a study authorized by the 1953 Legislature.
It is the most comprebensive of the legislative studies, containing
more than one hundred recommendations dealing with the major
aspects of the state’s program of higner education. Although space
does not permit the listing of the major recommendations approved

by the two governing boards, many references to them are made
throughout this report.

5. The Need for Additional Centers of Public Higher Education
in California.® This report, completed in 1956 and printed in 1957,

1S0 cailed because Henry Suzzallo was then president of the Carnegie Foundation which made
the study. The report was acruaily entntled State Higher Educatiom im Caiiforma: Recommenda-

tions of the Commission of Seven, June 24, 1932. Sacramento, Calif : California S Print-
ing Office, 1932, pp. 29 and 31, e ua S|t frne

« Vionroa B et Autrer 3. BoumcrZ, D. s Su
Monroe eu! . Aubrey A. , and George D. Stayer, A Report of a rvey of
the Needs of Califormia in Higher Education. Berkeley: University of Caiiformia Press. 1948.
3T. R, McConnell. T. C. Holy, and H. H. Semans, A Restudy of the Needs of California in
Higher Education. Sactamenrto: California State Department of Educacion. 1956. ~==
9 H. H. Semans and T. C. Holy, A Study of the Need for Additional Canters of Public Higher
Education in Califormia. Sacramento: California State Department of Educanen, 1957.
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was not authorized directly by the Legislature. It was undertaken
by the Liaison Committee of The Regents and the State Board of
Educaton following passage by the 1955 Legislature of three Assem-
bly bills, two Senate bills, five Assembly resolutions, four Senate
concurrent resolutions and ome Assembly concurrent resolution, all
of which provided for studies of the need for state institutions oi
-higher education in particular areas of the state. Of these 15 meas-
ures, 14 were for studies of state college needs and one for an addi-
tional campus of the University. This report, developed in conform-
ity with a set of principles,’ contains priority lists based on projected
enrollments for the state colleges and the University. Of the four
state colleges approved by the 1957 Legislature, three—Alameda,
Stanislaus, and a college to serve the North Bay Area—were in the
top seven of the state college priority list, and the three new campuses
—Southeast Los Angeles-Orange County, South Central Coast, and
San Diego—also approved by The Regents in 1957, are the top three
in the University priority list. Chapter II of the Additional Centers?
study gives further detail regarding the various efforts to co-ordinate
higher education in the state.

In commenting on the principles around which the report was
developed, the November, 1957 issue of the T'ex Digest, published
by the California Taxpayers Association, contained the following
editorial comment: “Publicly supported higher education in Caliior-
nia is one of the most costly activities of the State government. The
sound principles stated by this Liaison Committee of The Regents
of the University and the State Board of Education merit the support
and backing of taxpayers.”

CREATION OF THE LiatsoN COMMITTEE

No action taken during the past half-century has had a greater
impact on the development and direction of higher education than
has the establishment of the Liaison Committee of the two boards,
which was created by resolution in 1945. It is interesting to note that
at this time the State Council on Educational Planning and Co-
ordination ceased to function. Both the 1947 and the 1953 legisla-
tive studies mentioned earlier were conducted under the general

7 Ibid..
S H. H.pSm and T. C. Holy, A Study of tJu Need for Additional Centers of Publ:c Higher
Education in California. Sactamento: Califarnia Stats Department of Educasdon, 1957.
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direction of the Liaison Committee. As evidence of the coniidence
which the Legislature had in this commirttee, when the legisiative
committees in 1953 were considering whether there should be another
study of higher education, there seemed to be general agreement
that whatever study was authorized it would be under the direction
of the Liaison Committee. Consequently, the legislation authorizing
a restudy of the needs of California in higher education did not fix
responsibility for making the study.

Further evidence of this confidence is found in the wording of the
authority for this study, Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 88,
which requests “the Liaison Committee of the State Board of Educa-
tion and The Regents of the University of California . . . to pre-
pare a master plan for the development, expansion, and integration
of the facilities, curriculum, and standards of higher education, in
junior colleges, state colleges, the University of California, and other
institutions of higher education of the State, to meet the needs of
the State during the next ten years and thereafter. . . .” Although
the Liaison Committee is entirely voluntary and can be terminated
by action of either or both boards, it has been remarkably successiul
in having its recommendations approved by the two boards. Of 53
major recommendations transmitted to the two boards by the Com-
mittee since its creation in 1945 up to the beginning of this study
in 1959, altogether 54 were approved by The Regents of the Univer-
sity of California and 33 by the State Board of Education; oi 18
recommendations requiring legislative action, such action was taken
on 16. Further proof oi this success is found in the fact that all of
the 63 recommendations of this present report were unanimously
approved by both boards on December 18, 1959.

Despite the record of agreements reached, the present co-ordinat-
ing machinery has certain weaknesses, which are pointed out in
Section B oi the Restudy beginning on page 296. Among these are
(a) inadequate representation of junior college interests, (b) the
fact that the members of the Joint Staff represent the parties to the
Liaison Committee (State Board of Education and The Regents
of the University) rather than the Committee itself, and (c) . ..
its inability to provide continuing analyses oi the extent to which
agreements between the state colleges and the University have been
carried out in practice.” Moreover, since the co-ordinating machinery
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is voluntary, it has no power to insist that agreements reached by the
two boards are actually observed.

ORIGIN AND PraN oF MASTER Prax Survey

Several factors combined to bring about the Master Plan Survey.
Among these were the following:

L.

2.

3.

The introduction in the 1959 Legislature of 23 bills, three reso-
lutions and two constitutional amendments designed (a) either
to establish or to study the need for new institutions, (b)
change the functions of the existing institutions, and (c¢) change
the present structure for the organization, control, and admin-
istration of publicly supported higher education in the state.
It is important to note here that once agreement was reached
on the form in which Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 38
would be passed, both the Education Committees in the Assem-
bly and Senate agreed to forego further consideration on any
of these measures until the Master Plan Survey was completed.

The state’s general finance picture and the necessity for the
passage by the 1959 Legislature of several new tax measures.

Actions taken by the two governing boards in their joint meet-
ing on April 15, 1959. Chiei among these are the following
declarations:

a. The new campuses already approved for the state colleges and the Uni-
versity shouid be placed in operation as soon as the fiscal condition of
the State will permit.

b. No new state colleges or campuses of the University, other than those
already approved, shall be established until adequate junior college fa-
cilities have been provided, the determination of adequacy to be based
on studies made under the direction of the Liaison Committee.

c. No new campus for the state colleges or for the University of California.
other than those already approved, shall be established without prior
approval of both boards.

d. The Governor and the State Legislature be requested to approve only
those bills and appropriation items which conform to this understanding.

e. That the State Board of Education and The Regents of the University
of California, in joint session assembled, endorse and recommend to the
Legislature the passage of Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 88.

f. That the State Board of Educaticn and The Regents of the University
of California, in joint session, endorse in principle the idea of state
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assistance for capital outlay for junior colleges at such times as state
finances permit.

Following these actions the California Assembly passed Assembly
Resolution Number 242, which contains this statement:

Resolved by the Assembly of the State of California that the Assembly

commends the members of the State Board of Education and the Board of

Regents of the University of California for this fine work and co-operation
in respect to the problems presently conironting higher education.

4, Weakening of the voluntary co-ordinating machinery by certain
unilateral actions taken by the boards in violation of existing
agreements and on matters of mutual concern which had not
first been considered by the Liaison Committee.

Since Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 88 requests the Liaison
Committee to develop a Master Plan for Higher Education in the
state, that committee, immediately after the April 15, 1959, joint
meeting of the two boards, when endorsement was given to the
pending Assembly Cencurrent Resolution No. 88, began to develop
a plan for the study. In the development of this plan two items were
of particular significance: (1) the decision of legislative leaders not
to appropriate any money for the study, and (2) the shift of the
completion date from 1961 to February 1, 1960.

In view of these and other factors taken into account, the Liaison
Committee at its meeting on June 3, 1959, recommended to the
parent boards the following plan of organization for the study:

1. The Liaison Committee shall be responsible for directing the basic study

required by Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 88, and by the April 15,
1959, action of the two boards.

2. When matters pertaining to the study are under conmsideration, the Liaison
Committee will invite to sit with it, in an advisory capacity, members of the
Senate and Assembly designated by those bodies, and representatives of the
State Department of Finance and the Legislative Analyst.

3. The study committee for the Master Plan shall consist of the two members
of the Joint Staif, augmented by
a. A chairman, agreed to by the Superintendent of Public Instruction and
the President of the University.

b. A representative of the State Colleges nominated by the Superintendent
of Public Instruction and approved by the State Board of Education.

c. A representative of the University of California nominated by the Presi-
dent of the University and approved by The Regents.
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d. A representative of the Jumior Colleges, selected by joint agreement of
the Superintendent of Public Instruction and the President of the Univer-
sity from a panel of three nominated by the California Jumior College

Association.
4. The Joint Advisory Committee shall continue to be, as determined at the
time of its creation by the Liaison Committee: “. . . advisory to the Super-

intendent of Public Instruction, the President of the University, and the
Joint Staff of the Liaison Committee.” Its members shall not be eligible to
serve on the study committee.

5. The study committee shail submit progress reports, at least monthly, to the
Lizison Committee with copies to the Joint Advisory Committee, and a
representative or representatives of the study committee shall be invited
to the meetings of the Liaison Committee when these reports are discussed.
The Joint Advisory Committee shall be asked to comment on and to make
recommendations concerning these progress reports in advance of their

 discussion by the Liaison Committee. These comments and recommendations
shall be made to the Superintendent of Public Instruction and the President’
of the University, who shall transmit them to the Liaison Committee.

The above recommended plan was approved by The Regents in
June, 1959, and by the State Board of Education in July, 1959. By
subsequent action the plan was modified to add to the study com-
mittee (later designated as the Master Plan Survey Team) a Joint
Staff member to represent the junior colleges to be selected by the
California Junior College Association and a representative of the
independent institutions in the state to be selected by the Association
of Independent California Colleges and Universities.

PRrOBLEMS TO BE STUDIED

In addition to the general plan of organization for the study, the
Liaison Committee at its June 3, 1959, meeting accepted as a guide
and general outline the following problems to be included in the
Master Plan study:

A. What is the size of the student enrollments in higher education in California
to be served by 1975, and how will they be distributed among the State’s
junior colleges, state colleges, private colleges, and the University of Cali-
fornia?

1. Should admission requirements be modified to change this distribution?

2. What are the enrollment projections by years to 1975 for existing indi-
vidual state colleges and campuses of the University of California? What
are these projections as modified by the Master Plan?

B. What should be the appropriate differentiation of functions among the
junior colleges, state colleges, and the University of California in the light
of present and prospective circumstances?
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C. What is the recommended priority list and time schedule for establisning
new University and state college campuses? This priority list should desig-
nate the approximate location of each included institution. In what areas
in the State are there.needs now and by 1970 for additional junior college
facilities?

D. What is the estimated cost to the State for public higher education in the
decade ahead for both capital outlay and annual operation? (These esti-
mates should take into account the Master Plan priority list.)

1. What proportion of the cost of junior college education for both opera-
tion and capital outlay should be borne by the State and what proportion
by the local districts? Is there a need for a change of present State policy
with respect to the support of junior colleges?

2. How many lower division students who would normally enroll in a state
_ college or campus of the University can be shifted to the junior colleges,
and how can the districts meet additionai costs resulting therefrom?

3. How much of the cost of public higher education should be borme by
the students? Shouid the present fee structure be altered?

4. What economies can be effected in the operation of the existing institu-
tions? Consideration should be given to economies in current operation,
in capital cutlay, and in the use of present physical facilities.

E. What is California’s ability to pay for the future development of public
higher education in the State?

1. What proportion of the State’s budget has been and is now allocated for
the support of public higher education? How does this compare with the
eforts made to support public higher education in other states?

2. What are the probable supplemental (non-State) resources for financing
public higher education in Caiifornia which might be tapped?
F. What plan is recommended for the organization, control. and administration
of publicly supported higher education in California?

1. What criteria should be met by the pian recommended, and what specific
functions should it serve?

2. How shouid the recommended plan be implemented?

TeEcENICAL COMMITTEES

On recommendation of the Survey Team, the Liaison Committee at
its July 8, 1959, meeting approved establishing technical committees
to study each of the ifollowing areas and to report to the team
regarding the results of their studies:

Enrollment Projections
Selection and Retention of Students

California’s Ability to Finance Higher Education
Costs of Higher Education
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Institutional Capacities and Area Needs

Adult Education.’

The membership of the various committees involved in the study
and their relationship one to the other are shown in Figure 1. It
will be seen from this chart that the technical committees are directly
responsible to the Master Plan Survey Team, which in turn is directly
. responsible to the Liaison Committee, the committee which in the
words of Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 88 is requested to
“prepare a master plan.” It will be further noted from the figure
that the representatives of the Legislature and other state agencies
are advisory to the Liaison Committee and that the Joint Advisory
Committee is advisory both to the Liaison Committee and the Master
Plan Survey Team.

A comparison of the major items in the general plan of the study
with the areas covered by technical committees will show three major
areas not included in the committee assignments. These are diiferen-
tiation of functions, recommended priority lists for the establishment
of new institutions, and the structure, function, and co-ordination
of publicly supported higher education in. the state. The first of these
was assigned to the Joint Advisory Committee whose membership
was augmented for the duration oi the study by the appointment of
the presidents of four independent institutions. This committee, like
the technical committees, submitted its report directly to the Master
Plan Survey Team. The priority list was developed jointdy by the
Technical Committes on Institutional Capacities and Area Needs
and the Survey Team. The third major area~—structure; function and
co-ordination—was dealt with directly by the Survey Team.

FINANCIAL SUPPORT AND STAFF ASSISTANCE

The Department of Finance made available $21,000 from its emer-
gency fund to pay for the services and expenses of the Joint Stad
member added to represent the jumior colleges and the representa-
tive of the independent institutions on the Master Plan Survey Team
and for the travel expenses of committee members from the junior
colleges and the independent institutions. Other assistance, both in
terms of funds and staff, was furnished by the University oi Cali-
fornia and the State Department of Education.

*To make the smudy in this feld the Liaison Committee approved appointng the existing
Saate Advisory Commuttee on Adult Educadon, which is one of the permanent commurtees ia the
machinery.
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Organization for the Master Plan Survey of Higher Education in California
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NATURE OF THE SURVEY REPORTS

Rather than a single report which would include the substance
of the technical committee reports and consequently be large in
size, several reports were decided on as follows:

1. A separate summary report prepared by the Master Plan Survey
Team for the Liaison Committee to include the major findings,
conclusions, and recommendations, and to include only a mini-
mum of supporting data.

2. Separately bound reports by each of the technical committees.
These include supporting evidence for the conclusions and
recommendations found in the summary report.

Within the general plan of the study as approved by the Liaison
Committee and the two governing boards, the Master Plan Survey
Team made general assignments to the techmical committees. In
addition, a member of the Survey Team was appoiated as advisor to
each of the committees and some general suggestions on format,
paging, table numbering, and the like were sent them. Beyond these,
however, the committees were free to develop their reports as they
saw fit.



.CHAPTER III

STRUCTURE, FUNCTION, AND
CO-ORDINATION

The task of the Survey Team has been to obtain a formula that
will seek two objectives. First, it must guard the state and state
funds against unwarranted expansion and unhealthy competition
among the segments of public higher education. Second, it must pro-
vide abundant collegiate opportunities for qualified young people
and give the segments and institutions enough freedom to furnish the
diverse higher educational services needed by the state.

Although structure, function, and co-ordination are each suil-
ciently important to warrant a separate chapter, they are discussed
together because oi their intimate interrelationship. As the Survey
proceeded, it became obvious that no one of the three problems could
be settled alone; the solution of each required determinations for
the other two. Long negotiations and extensive consultation produced
a delicately balanced consensus among the three segments. The
agreement that has been reached is essentially a “compact”; it must
be fostered and refined, and care must be exercised that modifica-
tions do not emasculate it. .

A “package” acceptable to all segments required compromises.
Frank recognition of the needs and desires of each segment and ot
relative priorities among them was an essential starting point. The
junior colleges sought fuller recognition of their role and a mecha-
nism to arrest the projected decline in their proportion of lower divi-
sion students. The state colleges wanted “the efficiency oi freedom”
to manage their own affairs, the authority to enter the research field,
and a potential role in graduate education beyond the master’s level.
The University wanted to expand in proportion to the growth of
the state and was concerned lest changes undermine its quality
standards for graduate and proiessional education and jeopardize
its premier role in advanced training and research. All segments,
plus the independent colleges and universities and the general public,
have an obvious stake in setting up a co-ordinating agency to collect

(=271
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facts and ﬁgureé, to check compliance with agreements, and to act
as a “watchdog” in preventing duplication and in assuring optimum
utilization of facilities and maximum quality at minimum cost.

THE QUEST FOR PROPER ORGANIZATION

The machinery for governing state-supported higher education in
California- has been about as diverse as could be conceived. The
junior colleges, although regulated by state law and financed in
part by state funds, have been highly decentralized and have an-
swered primarily to the local districts that created them and provide
most of their support. The state colleges have been subject to some
direct control by several state agencies to the extent that many
functions that are normally in the province of a governing board
have been in the hands of officers in other departments of govern-
ment. The structure of the University oi California has long been
marked by two characteristics: substantial autonomy irom direct
state controls and centralization of administrative authority on
state-wide rather than on local campus levels.

Considerable diversity in organizational pattern would remain even
if each segment were assigned an “ideal” internal mechanism. Never-
theless, many common characteristics and requirements of the three
segments suggest a need for more similarity in structure and pro-
cedures. Each requires, in differing degrees, the efficiency and quality
control that a central administration can give and also the local
initiative and community orientation that are hallmarks of well-
conceived decentralization.

Underlying much of the following exposition on the government
of higher education is a conviction, shared by all members of the
Survey Team, that educational policy ought to be free from political
interference and external controls. This conviction has been effec-
tively stated in the report of the Committee on Government and
Higher Education as follows:

. effective, responsible management of the academic institution is more
likely to resuit from giving authority to strong, able boards of lay trustees
than by scattering managerial responsibility among various agencies of state

government. Boards of trustees should of course have not only responsi-
bility but accountability as well.!

L The l:ﬁicuncy of Freedom. Reson of .hc Committes on Governmant and Higher Educarion.
Milon S. Eisenhower, Chairman. : Johns Hopkins Press, 1959, p. wi.
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JUNIOR COLLEGES

The junior colleges have been, and ought to be, community based
and locally controlled. However, they are part of the public school
system; they exercise a state function; and they are financed with,
substantial amounts of state funds. Consequently, general goals and
standards should be set forth in the Education Code so that the state
has authority to enforce the legal provisions pertaining to them.

No real reduction of local autonomy is proposed by the Survey
Team; however, it does suggest setting up uniform rules to cover
several matters in which school districts previously have adopted
their own procedures. For example, these suggestions include the
definition of legal residence for nonresident tuition purposes and
the standardization of probation and dismissal practices. The local
board should remain the governing body, with the decided balance
of control.

A majority of the Survey Team believes that most junior colleges
should be operated by boards of their own rather than by unified or
high school district boards. The chances of obtaining a faculty of
college caliber, students of maturity, and added collegiate prestige
appear to be greater when junmior colleges are operated by junior
college boards.

Although local authorities have been permitted very largely to
control their activities, the junior colleges could use somewhat more
attention than they have been receiving from the state agencies
that are charged by law with making rules and regulations for them.
If relieved of responsibilities for the State College System, as the
Survey Team recommends, both the State Board of Education and
the Superintendent of Public Instruction should have opportunity
to give additional attention and positive leadership to this large
and important segment of higher education.

STATE COLLEGES

With regard to their control, the state colleges have occupied a
middle ground between that of the decentralized comtrol of jumior
colleges and the centralized control of the University of California.
Authority over them has been iragmented, with most of it nominally
vested in the Superintendent of Public Instruction and the State
Board of Education. However, much control has been exercised also
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by the Department of Finance, the Public Works Board, the State
Personnel Board, the Division of Architecture, and other agencies.
The Legislature itself commonly has taken the initiative in estab-
lishing new colleges and locating them. Lacking a governing board
that can give them undivided attention or that has full power over
them, the state colleges have received a large measure oi their lead-
ership from their presidents.

In the opinion of the Survey Team, the state colleges should be
placed under the control of a governing board and should be cen-
trally administered by a chief executive officer who would have real
authority but be responsible to the board. The board should be an
independent one, created by a constitutional amendment that clearly
spells out the division of labor among the public segments of higher
education and provides co-ordinating machinery through which all
segments could consult and settle jurisdictional questions.

The state colleges have been most in need of freedom from detaiied
cnd sometimes conflicting state administrative controls. With the
creation of an independent governing board and the appointment
of a state-wide executive officer, the State College System would be
“tooled up” to accept the responsibility that comes with authority.
The degree of autonomy should be substantial, but substantial auton-
omy in no way implies that the Legislature or the Governor should
abdicate their uitimate control over the level of support. The new
board should have full Tesponsibility for funds appropriated to the
system and for its internal policies. Reports should be made by the
board, and it should be subject to post-audit of its financial trans-
actions. Line-item, pre-audit, and other detailed fiscal controls by
the State Department of Finance should be terminated; full fiscal
authority should be vested in the governing board. Doing so would
not necessarily mean greater expenditures but would mean rather
that the money would be speat for purposes educators deem the
most essential.

To carry out recommended changes will require more centraliza-
tion in the state college state-wide administration. A central staf
of business and academic officers must be assigned such tasks as
setting standards of performance ard checking compliance. The
initial complement of additional state-wide personnel probably need
not exceed the fuil-time equivalent (FTE) of those in various depart-
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ments now providing services to the state colleges. But the power
and responsibility must rest with the governing board, which should
be comparable in autonomy, composition, and terms of office to The
Regents of the University.

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

The University traditionally has been both autonomous and cen-
tralized. Its autonomy derives from the State Constitution, which
makes it “a public trust” and vests its government in The Regents.
Much of its distinction has been made possible, in the opinion of the
Survey Team, by the independence and stability that come irom its
autonomous position and the long terms oi the appointive Regents.
The ex officio membership of the Governor, Lieutenant-Governor,
and Speaker provides a built-in co-ordination w1th the executive and
legislative branches of government.

Designed to conduct the affairs of a single institution, the Univer-
sity administration adapted rather slowly to fit the changed circum-
stances that followed establishment of new campuses in various sec-
tions of the state. Chief campus officers, now called chancellors on
general campuses, were given added authority and status, and decen-
tralization of business and fiscal operations has proceeded rapidly
since 1958. The Academic Senate, to which The Regents have dele-
gated responsibility for important educational matters, has set up
divisional units on each general campus, still retaining sectional
machinery in northern and southern California, and recently has
expanded its state-wide organization for purposes of co-ordination.

The Survey Team has been careful not to recommend any changes
that might encourage tampering with the constitutional autonomy
of the University. Article IX, Section 9 of the State Constitution
must be preserved; chipping away at the foundations on which the
quality of the University rests should not be countenanced. Inside
the University, however, much remains to be done to achieve proper
administrative balance between the central whole and the operating
campuses. Individual campuses need a larger measure of initiative
in operations; oificers with state-wide responsibility should not have
administrative line controls over local campus functions. Final au-
thority over University policies and operation rests with The Regents
and the President, as it should, but University operation wiil benefit
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from appropriate division of labor between the state-wide offices and
the local offices. Increasingly, the state-wide administration should
be charged with developing central policy, setting budgetary stand-
ards, and co-ordinating programs. :

CONCLUSIONS ON STRUCTURE

After the first months of consideration, the Survey Team con-
cluded that three major possibilities for restructuring the state higher
education deserved more thorough consideration: (1) a single gov-
erning board for both the state colleges and the University; (2) a
superboard over the governing boards; and (3) two separate but
parallel autonomous governing boards. For reasons given in the
following paragraphs, the first two were rejected and the third
adopted. '

Initially, a good deal of attention was given to the possibility of
placing both the University and the state colleges under a single
governing board. Throughout the study some members of the Survey
Team have insisted that they would advocate a one-board plan unless
the differentiation of function could be spelled out in some secure
form. Other members of the Survey Team preferred stronger co-
ordination plans rather than a single governing board.

The one-board plan was the chief alternative to the separate but
parallel boards that was suggested in the December 18, 1959, joint
meeting of The Regents and the State Board of Education when
the “compact” was finally approved. At no time, however, did a
specific version or draft of a single-board plan receive wide accept-
ance. Some University people undoubtedly thought of The Regents
as the one board—perhaps slightly enlarged. Some state college
people anticipated a wholly new board, with no carry-over members.
Most proponents assumed that the constitutional autonomy of The
Regents would extend to the single board.

The one-board plan was abandoned because it might result in
(1) loss of the benefits of countervailing power and lead to concentra-
tion of enormous authority in a single board; (2) opening up the
possibility of a leveling edfect, without net gain and perhaps with
some net loss in over-all distinction of the institutions involved; (3)
lessening the amount of attention board members could devote to a
given problem because of their responsibility being spread over such
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)
a huge system, making the board in efect legislative rather than
governing; (4) neglect of some aspects of higher education; and (3)
leaving the junior colleges out of the co-ordination.

As an alternative to a single governing board, a superboard
standing above the existing governing boards in matters of common
concern was given consideration. Such a board of higher education
might follow the Texas or Oklahoma patterns. Lyman A. Glenny, in
Autonomy of Public Colleges: The Challenge of Co-ordination,® re-
ports that nearly all systems of co-ordination established since 1950
are of the multiboard, co-ordinating agency type, with co-ordination
provided by a superboard. In practice, he found that this type oi
co-ordination does not afford individual institutions more initiative
and freedom than-do state-wide governing boards.

Circumstances peculiar to California make the superboard difficult
to establish here. The University of California has autonomy guar-
anteed under Article IX, Section 9, of the State Constitution. A
superboard could not be established over The Regents without con-
stitutional amendment. The Survey Team agreed that the status
of the University should not be tampered with and, moreover, that
a constitutional change opposed by one segment was unlikely to be
adopted.

Having weighed these circumstances and other disadvantages of
the first two plans, the Survey Team in October, 1959, put aside
these plans and turned its attention to putting togzther a “package”
that would achieve the optimum educational service to the state. The
fact became increasingly obvious that the majority on one and per-
haps both boards would oppose a-one governing board plan. The
risks to University- independence, if Article IX, Section 9, of the
State Constitution came up for amendment, appeared very great.
Then came the breakthrough of early December, 1959, when, for
the first time, representatives of the state colleges and the Univer-
sity were able to agree on the general terms of a compact designed
to settle the outstanding problems of machinery of government, divi-
sion of labor, and co-ordination. The text of that agreement, as
subsequently approved by the State Board of Educaticn and The
Regents of the University, appears in the recommendations at the
end of this chapter.

2 Lyman A. Glenny, Autonomy of Public Coileges: The Chall iination. N i
-yma gy, 195;, A ic Coileges. Tiallenge of Co-ordination. New York
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The Survey Team, having presided over the formulation of this
compact, supports it unanimously and vigorously. It has enormous
advantages over the existing situation, which is marked by undue
competition, fragmented responsibility, unnecessary duplication, and
lack of co-ordination. An unprecedented number of young people
are just about to reach college age; demands will be made for huge
amounts of funds for operations and capital outlay. The Survey
Team is convinced that if this compact is put into effect it will en-
gender efficient and economical operation of all three segments of
public higher education. California simply must put its higher edu-
cational house in order.

TaE FUNCTIONS OF THE SEGMENTS

The values of division of labor are widely recognized—in the home,
in the labor force, and among the nations of the world. They received
at least implied recogdition in higher education when California in
its first years of statehood provided for both a state university and
a state normal school. Until after World War I, few jurisdictional
questions arose among the University, the teacher-training institu-
tions, and the junior colleges that made their appearance beginning
in 1907. ‘

Initially, the University provided all state-supported higher edu-
cational services except teacher training, which it shared with the
normal schools. The University long demonstrated a reluctance to
launch general campuses in other parts of the state, even though
it made the decision to expand into a second metropolitan area in
1919, when The Regents accepted the Legislature’s offer to transier
the Los Angeles Normal School

Meanwhile the normal schools—later the state teachers colleges,
and still later the state colleges, paralleling developments in other
states—expanded in numbers, in enrollments, and in curricular oifer-
ings. They added to teacher training both vocational-occupational
education and general liberal education. After World War II they
expanded enormously, with new colleges, broader curricula, and grad-
uate work through the master’s degree. Despite stress on functional
differentiation, the undergraduate programs of the state colleges and
the University appeared increasingly similar.
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The junior colleges also grew rapidly. From the beginning they
recognized dual purposes—transfer and terminal. The late William
Henry Sanyder, a pioneer in the junior college movement, once stated
its aims:

The junior college is generally conceded to have two rather distinct func-
tions. Qne ‘of these is to duplicate the curricula of the first two years of the
university. . . . The other is to be of service to that great group of high

school graduates who feel that they have not the time, money, or academic
desire to spend four more years in study.’

By the time of the Strayer study, the problem of division of labor
among the public segments was becoming acute. The report stated
one principle of differential functions:

The vocational or occupational level for which training is provided by
these [state college] curricula lies between the level that can be supplied

by the two-year training of the junior colleges and the professional schools
of the University.*

The staff of the Restudy, convinced that the principle of differen-
tiation was sound, recommended:
. . that the junior colleges continue to take particular responsibility for

technical curriculums, the state colleges for occupational curriculums, and

the University of California for graduate and professional education and
research.’

Both studies recognized that many similarities of function would
occur. All three segments, for example, share general education at
the lower division level, and both the state colleges and the Univer-
sity engage in teacher training. Indeed, the similarities are often
more striking than the differences.

In practice, differentiation of functions has been difficult to en-
force. In 1953 substantial agreement was reached on the division of
engineering education between the state colleges and the University,
but by 1959 it was honored in the breach as well as in the observ-
ance. Reasons for the breakdown are numerous. Agreements were
often thought to he one-sided, imposed by the University on the
state colleges. Some people argue that static arrangements are un-

14 Ncw Trpe of Collcgc Trufnmg An IMustrated Symposium of the Los Angclu Junior
Collage S amgm Angeles: Los Angeles Junior Callege. 1932, p.

* Monroe Deursch, -\nbtey -\. Douglas: and George D. Strayer, A Report or he Survey
of tlu Needs of Califormia in Higher Education. Betkeley: Universicy of California Press, 1948,

'T McConneil. T. C. Holy, and*H. H. Semans. A Restudy of the Needs of California in
Higher Educarion. Sacramentoi Califomia State Department oi Educadon, 1955, p. §9.
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suitable for dynamic situations imposed by the changing needs of
society. Some agreements or understandings made by the two boards
have been nuilified by legislative action or by a particular institution.

The problem of functions was referred to the Joint Advisory Com-
mittee  in March, 1959, three months beiore the Survey Team came
into being. After the Survey was launched, the team asked the Joint
Advisory Committee to continue its work on the problem. Its report,
entitled “Public Higher Education in California, Functions of the
Junior Colleges, State Colleges, and the University of California,”
was completed October 13, 1959. The Joint Advisory Committee was
unable to reach agresement on the most controversial issue: the pro-
posal to permit the state colleges to award the doctorate. It finally
proposed the appointment of a commission to study the need for
additional college teachers and the best ways to meet the need.

Utilizing the Joint Advisory Committee statement, the Survey Team
formulated a briefer statement of functions for inclusion in the pro-
posed constitutional amendment on structure, function, and co-ordina-
tion. As recommended by the Survey Team and approved in principle
by the Liaison Committee, and by the State Board of Education and
The Regents in joint session on December 18, 1959, the functions
are as follows: (These also appear as a part of the proposed consti-
tutional amendment at the end of this chapter).

Said public junior colleges shall offer instruction through but not beyond
the 13th and 14th grade level, including but not limited to one or more of
the following: (a) standard collegiate courses for transfer to higher institu-
tions; (b) vocational-technical fields leading to employment, and (¢) general
or liberal arts courses. Studies in each feld may lead to the Associate in
Arts or Associate in Science degree. . . .

The state colleges shall have as their primary function the provision of
instruction in the liberal arts and sciences and in professions and applied
fields which require more than two years of collegiate education, and teacher
education, both for undergraduate students and graduate students through
the master’s degree. The doctoral degree may be awarded jointly with the
University of California, as hereinafter provided. Faculty research, using
facilities provided for and consistent with the primary function of the state
colleges, is authorized. . . .

The University shall provide instruction in the liberal arts and sciences.
and in the professions, inciuding teacher education, and shall have exclusive

¢ Qu recommendation of the Liaison Committee the State Board of Education at its meeting
on_December 17, 1953, and The Regents of the University at their meeting on December 19.
1938, approved the cresdon of the Jaine Advisory Commirttes, which consists of four representa-
tives each of the junior colleges, the state colleges, and the University of Californ:a. The Com-
mittee is advisory to the Superictendent of Public Instruction, the President of the Univessity,
and the Joint Staff for the Liaison Commitiee.
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jurisdiction over training for the professions (including but not by way of
limitation) ¥ dentistry, law, medicine, veterinary medicine, and graduate archi-
tecture. The University shall have the sole authority in public higher educa-
tion to award the doctor’s degree in all fields of learning, except that it may
agree with the state colleges to award joint doctoral degrees in selected fields.
The University shall be the primary state-supported academic agency for
research, and The Regents shall make reasonable provision for the use of
its library and research facilities by qualified members of the faculties of
other higher educational institutions, public and private.

Writing a statement of functions into the Constitution will bring
about real advantages. Not only will the differentiation of functions
have the force of law, but also the difficulty of amendment will give
a new area of stability to public higher education. Enforcement, the
weakest link in the old liaison machinery, can be achieved by legal
processes. The knotty problem of the doctorate is settled without
denying participation to the state colleges, yet providing assurance
that high standards will prevail. Sharing of library and research
facilities can augment scholarly production and assure fuller use
of cultural assets without great extra cost to the state. Inclusion in
the Constitution of a definition of functions should help greatly in
eliminating duplication and provide a standard that can be used by
each segment to judge which of its programs are marginal or periph-
eral to its functions.

If this statement of functions is written into the Constitution, the
question arises as to whether the boards should adopt additional
and more detailed ones, such as the one prepared by the Joint Ad-
visory Committee. The Survey Team approved with some amend-
ments the greater part of the Joint Advisory Committee statement,
and favorable action was taken on the recommended version by the
Liaison Committee on December 17, 1959. (This statement on func-
tions as amended by the Survey Team appears in Appendix II to
this report.) The statement was removed from the agenda oi the
joint boards on December 18. The team suggests that the Joint Ad-
visory Committee report be referred by the Liaison Committee to
the new Co-ordinating Council when it is established and that the
section of the report entitled “Extension Programs and Adult Edu-
cation” be referred by the Committee to the State Advisory Com-
mittee on Adult Education.

T The draft of the proposed coustitutopal amendment, by mutuai agreement, omits the phrase
“including bur not by way of limitason.”
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TEE MACHINERY OF CO-ORDINATION

The Liaison Committee since ‘1945 has had a remarkable record
of agreements reached, but the fact is increasingly obvious that
enforcement will require more sanctions than are available at pres-
ent. If the demands of the state for rational development and maxi-
mum economy in higher education are to be met, the co-ordinating
agency will require considerable influence.

_Early in its wark the Survey Team’s attention was called to an
opinion of the Legislative Counsel (Kleps to Donahoe, August 27,
1959, No. 239), which indicated that a strong co-ordinating body
could not be established by statute, even thougn The Regents con-
sented. Proceeding on the assumption that a constitutional amend-
ment is unlikely to pass if opposed by any one segment, the team
then undertook to work out the composition of a co-ordinating agency
that would be acceptable to all segments.

Assuming that the state colleges and the University would be rep-
resented through two separate governing boards, the team gave atten-
tion to appropriate representation of the junior colleges and the inde-
pendent institutions. The State Board of Education will continue
to be the chief state policy body concerned with the junior colleges;
however, the junior colleges are primarily locally based and their
most authentic spokesmen are from associations composed of local
board members and administrators, not state agencies. Independent
higher education is also difficult to represent, for its organizations
are private associations. The team recognized the justice of participa-
tion by junior colleges and independent imstitutions, particularly
when decisions affecting them are being made, but found.no simple
way to arrange representation and voting privileges.

From the beginning considerable sentiment existed for an agency
of co-ordination with “public” members not connected with any seg-
ment of higher education. States with strong co-ordinating boards
(New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas) are composed exclusively of
‘“public”’ members, appointed by the Governor. Two recently organ-
ized agencies have part “public” (Wisconsin, four of fifteen, Utah
six of nine) and part segmental. The pattern of voluntary co-ordina-
tion in Ohio, Indiana, and Caliiornia is to have all members drawn
irom or chosen by the segments. 8

& For a careful amalysis of co-ordinaring plans. see Lyman A. Glenny, Automomy of Public
Coileges: The Challengs of Co-ordingtion. New York: McGraw-Hiil Book Co., 1959.
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After careful consideration, the Survey Team decided to recom-
mend a3 body composed exclusively of segmental representatives in
order to assure informed .members. Lay representation predominates
at the governing board level, and the majority of the proposed Co-
ordinating Council probably would consist of laymen representing
boards. Experience of the Survey Team has shown that authentic
representatives of the® several segments quickly penetrate to the
heart of higher educational problems. The problems of co-ordination
require a degree of expertness that someone new to higher education
is unlikely to have or soon acquire.

Having decided to recommend a Co-ordinating Council of 12 (three
each from the junior colleges, the state colleges, the University, and
independent institutions), the team faced the problem of voting. To
relieve the junior colleges and the independent institutions of the
unenviable role of casting deciding ballots in matters pertaining only
to the state colleges and the University, the team determined that
several types of questions would be decided on different bases. All
members would vote on all questions, and all votes would be re-
corded; on the selection or dismissal of a director of the staf of
the Council, all votes would count with eight of the 12 being required
for effective action. Effective action on a matter pertaining to junior
colleges would require the affirmative vote of five (including two
junior college representatives) of the nine junior college, state col-
lege, and University representatives. Effective action on state college
and University matters would require the affirmative vote of four
of the six state college and University members. Procedural matters
would be determined by rule of the Council.” Figure 2 shows graph-
ically this co-ordination structure.

The proposed Co-ordinating Council will have advisory functions
to review operating budget and capital outlay requests, to interpret
functional differentiation on programs. to studv new facilities and
programs, and to advise The Regents, the State College Trustees, the
Governor, the Legislature, and other appropriate state oificials regard-
ing these matters. It will have a director and technical staif, and it
will have power to require data from the public institutions. Its effec-
tiveness and its influence with the governing boards, the Governor,
the Legislature, and the public will fow from its mastery of the prob-

*This is not specifically stated in the approved recommendadons; here the Survey report
attempts to clarify the recommendarons.-



&
J UNIVERSITY
oF
402 ;4— CALIFORNIA
\ CO-ORDINATING
COUNCIL
12 Membern:
Usiversity 3
Stare Callege Sysrem 3
Junier Colloges 3 |
> ezt Clers | INpEPENDENT |
JUNIOR - ot 40y, |  COLLEGES |
) Se
cousces | ! AND }
| UNIVERSITIES
DIRECTOR ] !
L _J
STAFE AND

TECHNICAL COMMITTEES

FIGURE 2
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lems of higher education. If the Council, along with its staff, performs
well, confidence in its recommendations and their rate of acceptance
will be high. The Survey Team places high reliance on the impartial
directorship and staff and in the persuasiveness of the facts and fig-
ures that will be assembled by them.

THE ProPCSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT

The kernel of the Survey’s proposals on structure, function, and
co-ordination is contained in the proposed constitutional amendment.
The basic agreement, approved in principle by the State Board of
Education and The Regents at their joint meeting of December 18,
1959, is of fundamental importance both to the future of public
higher education and to the fiscal solvency of the state. Although it
contains some details, particularly on co-ordination, that under ordi-
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nary circumstances might not be included there, the Survey Team
advises embodying the basic plan in the Constitution. Adoption of an
-amendment that includes the provisions here recommended will lay
the basis for orderly development of public higher education for
decades to come.

As stated at the outset of this chapter, the plan is a “package” of
interrelated items. If substantive amendments are made that are not
agreeable to' the parties to the compact, the amended instrument
should be dropped by mutual consent. The team cannot advise on
appropriate strategy to be emploved in prcposing the constitutional
amendment or in obtaining its ratification. If the Governor puts the
matter on a special session call, it can be considered by the Legisla-
ture in 1960.° If it is not placed on a call or if the Legislature fails to
approve a satisfactory constitutional amendment, consideration might
be given to proposing the plan through the initiative process.

The text that follows is not in final form for submission to the
Legislature or to the electorate. A perfected draft must come from
the segments’ attorneys and from the Legislative Counsel. The recom-
mendations that follow, however, do ccntain the essence of what is
thought to be a reasonable and viable proposition.

RECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that:

1. An amendment be proposed to add a new section to Article IX
of the State Constitution providing that public higher educa-
tion shall consist of the jumior colleges, the State College Sys-
tem, and the University of California. Each shall strive for
excellence in its sphere, as assigned in this section.

2. The junior colleges shall be governed by local boards selected
for the purpose from each district maintaining one or more
junior colleges. The State Board of Education shall prescribe
minimum standards for the formation and operation of junior
colleges and shall exercise general supervision over said junior
colleges, as prescribed by law. Said public junior collezes shall
oifer instruction through but not beyond the fourteenth grade
level including, but not limited to, one or more of the following:

9 See Appendix I for actions by the special session of the 1960 Legislature on the recom-
mendadons in this report which require legusladve acuon.
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(a) standard coilegiate courses ifor transier to higher institu-
tions, (b) vocational-technical fields leading to employment,
and (c) general, or liberal arts courses. Studies in these fields
may lead to the Associate in Arts or Associate in Science degree.
Nothing in this section shall be construed as altering the status
of the jumior college as part of the Public School System as
defined elsewhere in the Constitution.

The State College System:

a. Shall constitute a public trust, to be administered by a body
corporate known as ‘“The Trustees of the State College Sys-
tem of California” with number, term of appointment, and
powers closely paralleling those of The Regents.

b. The board shall consist of five ex oificio members: the Gov-
ernor, the Lieutenant Governor, the Speaker of the Assembly,
the Superintendent of Public Instruction, and the chief exec-
utive officer of the State College System; and 16 appointive
members appointed by the Governor for terms of 16 years.
The chief executive officer of the State College System shall
also sit with The Regents in an advisory capacity, and the
President of the University of California shall sit with the
Trustees in an advisory capacity. The members of the State
Board of Education shall serve ex officio as first Trustees,
being replaced by regular appointees at the expiration of
their respective terms.

c. The state colleges shall have as their primary function the
provision of instruction in the liberal arts and sciences and
in professions and applied fields which require more than
two years of collegiate education and teacher education, both
for undergraduate students and graduate students through
the master’s degree. The doctoral degree may be awarded
jointly with the University of California, as hereinafter pro-
vided. Faculty research, using facilities provided for and
consistent with the primary function of the state colleges, is
authorized.

The University of California shall be governed by The Regents
as provided in Section 9 of Article IX, of the Constitution. The
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University shall provide instruction in the liberal arts and
sciences and in the professions, including teacher education, and
shall have exclusive jurisdiction over training for the proifes-
sions [including but not by way of limitation],'* dentistry, law,
medicine, veterinary medicine, and graduate architecture. The
University shall have the sole authority in public higher edu-
cation. to award the doctor’s degree in all fields oif learnming,
except that it may agree with the state colleges to award joint
doctoral degrees in selected fields. The University shall be the
primary state-supported academic agency for research, and The
Regents shall make reasonable provision for the use of its
library and research facilities by qualified members of the fac-
ulties of other higher educational institutions, public and
private.

5. An advisory body, the Co-ordinating Council for Higher Edu-
cation:

a. Shall consist of 12 members, three representatives each from
the University, the State College System, the junior colleges,
and the independent colleges and universities. The Univer-
sity and the State College System each shall be represented
by its chief executive officer and two board members ap-
pointed by the boards. The junior colleges shall be repre-
sented by (1) a member of the State Board of Education
or its chief executive oificer, (2) a representative oi the local
governing boards, and (3) a representative of the local junior
college administrators. The independent colleges and uni-
versities shall be represented as determined by agreement
of the chief executive officers of the University and the State
College System, in consultation with the association or asso-
ciations of private higher educational institutions. All votes
shall be recorded, but effective action shall require an affirma-
tive vote of four of the six University and state college rep-
resentatives; except that on junmior college matters the junior
college representatives shall have effective votes; and on the

appointment and removal of a director of the Council all 12
shall be effective.

_néheednftominad by murtual agreement the phrase ‘“ncluding but aot by way of limita-
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b.

A director of the starff for the Co-ordinating Council shall
be appointed by a vote of eight of the 12 Council members,
and may be removed by a vote of eight members of the
Council. He shall appoint such staff as the Council author-
izes.

¢. The Co-ordinating Council shall have the following ifunc-

d.

tions, advisory to the governing boards and appropriate

state officials:

(1) Review of the annual budget and capital outlay requests
of the University and the State College System and
presentation to the Governor of comments on the gen-
eral level of support sought.

(2) Interpretation of the functional differentiation among
the publicly supported institutions provided in this sec-
tion; and in accordance with the primary functions for
each system as set forth above, advise The Regents and
The Trustees on programs appropriate to each system.

(3) Development of plans for the orderly growth of higher
education and making of recommendations to the gov-
erning boards on the need for a.nd location of new
facilities and programs.

The Council shall have power to require the public institu-
tions of higher education to submit data on costs, selection
and retention of students, enrollments, capacities, and other
matters pertinent to effective planning and co-ordination.



CHAPTER IV

STUDENTS: THE PROBLEM OF NUMBERS

The fundamental problem, central to all that follows in the Survey,
is that of students. How many have there been, how many are there,
how many will there be in the next 135 years in the higher education
institutions of California? Closely related is the problem of how they
will be distributed among the state’s many collegiate institutions,

both public and private. It is the purpose of this chapter to examine
these matters.

THE RECENT PasT

That enrollments in the state’s higher education institutions have
been growing during the past decade is apparent to anyone acquainted
even casually with their campuses. The growth, however, has not
been steady; indeed, for three of these years it declined. Immediately
following World War II there was a flood of veterans, men and
women whose education had been interrupted by the conflict and
who, aided by federal legislation under the “G.I. Bill,” flocked in large
numbers to the colleges of their choice. This influx had already well
started when the decade 1948-1958 began. The decline occurred
during and immediately after the Korean coniict, and soon there-
after enrollments resumed their more normal increase. Table 1 pre-
sents the fall enrollment facts regarding full-time students for the
period 1948 through 1958. _

The enrollments for the 1948-1958 period have been selected both
to give some perspective against which to observe what lies ahead
for the near future and to afford a basis for understanding figures
on costs of higher education, both past and future, which are pre-
sented in Chapter IX.

TaE NEXT 135 YEARS

In sharp contrast to the relatively slow growth of higher educa-
tion in the decade just noted, the period just ahead will register enor-
mous gains. By 1973, according to latest projections, more than one

[45]
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TABLE 1

Full-time Fall Enroilments, California Higher Education,
by Segment,! 1948-1958

Junior Scate l Universicy | Public ! [odependent: State

Year college college l of California i @0 |' insututions | otal
1948 cccecceeee } 553,933 22,787 43,469 ! 122,189 44,780 5 166,969
1949 oo 66,603 26,086 43,426 136,115 46,210 f 182.325
1950 ceeaea e 56,624 25,369 39,492 121,485 410361 162,521
1951 e 48,674 24,160 34,883 107,717 36,446 Il 144,163
1952, ceceaea 52,818 25,162 33,526 111,306 33,120 I 144,426
1953 e 52,142 24,712 32,636 109,490 37,167 1| 146,657
1954 cceccccnaaa. 63,019 29,487 32,563 125,069 37,847 | 162916
1955 . cocaccccn-- 70,165 33,910 37,717 141,792 40,832 182,624
1956, ccecccceeee 74,082 38,338 37,322 149,542 42,396 192,338
1957 e eceeaaae 80,916 41,479 41,625 164,020 44,378 208,398
1958 e eceecaeee 91,162 44,528 43,101 178,791 46,824 225,615

tOne reason why the Survey Team so strongly recommends a Co-ordinating Council with staff
to make continuous srudies and establish standard methods of reparting is illustrated by the diff-
culties encountered in prepanng this table, For several segments, three diferent fgures for the
same year, all purparting to be ‘‘official.,’” were found in pnnce. The sources Anally used were (1)
the Administranve Planning Office of the State Department of Educadon Division of State Cul-
leges and Teacher Education, from a dittoed report prepared under date of July 16, 1959, for the
Master Plan Survey, for the years 1950, 1951, 1952, 1953, 1954, and 1956; (2) the Additional
Centers Study gi. H. Semans and T. C. Holy, A Study of the Need for Additional Centers of
Public Higher Education in California], Table 24, puge 114, for the years 1948 and 1949, since
the Planning Offics data did not go that far back; and (3) reports to the Master Plan Survey from
the Departmenr of Finance for the years 1955, 1957, and 1958.

million students, 661,350 6f them attending full time,® will enroll
in California institutions of higher education. This is nearly triple
the Fall, 1958, full-time total enrollment of 225,615. To provide for
this tremendous increase is the major problem conironting higher
education in this state; the enormity of that growth, its trends and
implications, must be fully understood before rational planning can
proceed. '

The causes of this projected increase in college enrollments are
easy to determine. By the end of World War II, the birth rate in
California had increased by 50 per cent over that of prewar days
and has remained near this level. Added to the birth rate increase
has been a continued large scale inmigration. This indux of popula-
tion is expected to show net gains of 300,000 or more annually in
the years ahead. According to current estimates of the State De-
partment of Finance California’s population was 15,280.000 on July
1, 1959, and is expected to increase to over 25,000,000 by 1975.7

1 “Full time” is defined as “‘enrolled for 12 units or more of college credic.’”
2 State Department of Finance, California’s Population in 1999, Sacramento, Auguse, 1959.
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By the year 2020, this state is expected to contain 33,000,000 per-
sons, nearly four times its present population.® Figure 3 shows these
estimates by decades.

These are the general outlines and the causes of the problem of
burgeoning enrollments which higher education in California has to
face. The remainder of this chapter will be devoted to an examination
of data pertaining to the distribution of this enrollment, the implica-
tions which the projected trends in distribution have for planning,
and the presentation of modifications of enrollment projections, based
on policies recommended elsewhere in this report.

Status Quo PROJECTIONS

The first step in analyzing the enrollment growth was the prepara-
tion of enrollment estimates assuming the continuation of present
trends to 1975. These projections were prepared by the Department
of Finance, with the advice of the Technical Committee on Enroll-
ment Projections.

METHOD

The basic datum in projecting the future college enrollments for
the state is the high school graduate. The total number of these
graduates, their location, and their qualifications and desires to
attend each of the various segments and particular institutions of
higher education form the basis for estimating future enrollments.
The projection of high school graduates has employed the “grade
progression” method, which, by making allowance for attrition and
accretion on the basis of past experience and projected trends, traces
each elementary and secondary grade and high school class through
the twelfth year of school. For example, the high school graduating
classes of 1965-66 will include many of the 248,840 students enrolled
in the fifth grade of the public schools and of the 32,000 enrolled in
the same grade of the private schools on October 31, 1958. Further-
more, these same students will contribute to the college ireshman
class of 1966-67 and the college seniors of 1969-70.

Because of California’s size and uneven population distribution
and growth, an area analysis has been carried out in terms of ‘“State
Economic Areas,” as defined by the United States Bureau of the

3 Pstimates by Van Beuren Stanbery, San Francisco, September 16, 1958.
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Census.* These areas were chosen, not only because of the availabii-
ity of a considerable body of accumulated data based on these geo-
graphic divisions, but because the State Economic Areas, in general,
conform closely to the actual population centers throughout the state.
The California State Economic Areas are as follows:

CALIFORNIA STATE ECONOMIC AREAS (AS OF JULY, 1959)

Nonmetropoiitan Areas Area Number Counties Included

North Coastal 1 Del Norte, Humboldt, Lake,
Mendocino

North Central Coastal 2 Napa, Sonoma

South Central Coastal 3 Monterey, San Benito, San Luis

Obispo, Santa Cruz

Sacramento Valley 4 Butte, Colusa, Glenn, Sutter,
Tehama, Yolo, Yuba

North San Joaquin Valley 5 Merced, Stanislaus

South San Joaquin Valley 6 Kings, Madera, Tulare

South Coastal 7 Ventura

Imperial Valley 8 Imperial

Sierra 9 Alpine, Amador, Calaveras, El
Dorado, Inyo, Lassen, Mariposa,
Modoc, Mono, Nevada, Placer,
Plumas, Shasta, Sierra, Siskiyou,
Trinity, Tuolumne

Metropolitan Areas

San Francisco-Oakland A Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin,
San Francisco, San Mateo, Solano

San Jose B Santa Clara

Sacramento C Sacramento

Stockton D San Joaquin

Fresno E Fresno

Los Angeles-Long Beach F Los Angeles, Orange

San Diego G San Diego

San Bernardino-Riverside- H San Bernardino, Riverside

Ontario
Santa Barbara J Santa Barbara
Bakersfieid K Kem

The number of public high school graduates in each State Eco-
nomic Area was used in estimating the number of entering freshmen
who could be expected each year for each of the public segments.

4 Ses Donald J. Bogue, Stazs Ecomomic Areas. Washingron, D.C.. Bureau of the Census, U.S.

Department of Commerce, 1951.
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This determination was made on the basis of the known tendencies
of the high school graduates, area by area, to attend the various
types of educational institutions. Total enrollments for each segment
were then obtained by deducting from the total the number who
could be expected to drop out and adding the number of students
who could be expected to transfer from another segment. For the
state colleges and the University of California, this procedure was
followed for individual institutions and campuses. Adjustments were
then made among the enroilments of the various institutions on the
basis of the estimated impact that newly created institutions in the
same or other areas would have on their enrollments.

The enrollments for the independent institutions were not pro-
jected in the same manner, since they have much more control over
their enrollments than do the public institutions. Furthermore, a
larger proportion of their enrollees are graduates of other than Cali-
fornia high schools. Instead, the individual colleges and universities
were asked to supply enrollment estimates based on their own plan-
ning and analysis.

By use of the methods just described, Table 2 was developed. This
table shows the projected full-time enroilments based on a continua-
tion of the status quo in higher education for 1960, 19635, 1970, and
1975, and their distribution among the junior colleges, state colleges,
University of California, and the independent colleges and universi-
ties. Since this is the basic table on enrollment projections in this
report, some of the figures found in it appear in other parts of the
study.

ASSUMPTIONS

The major assumptions * controlling these projections are as fol-
lows:

1. The State of California will continue to grow rapidly, redecting
a high level of economic development ii there are no major
economic setbacks, atomic wars, or natural catastrophes be-
tween now and 1975. By that time the state’s total population
is expected to be in the neighborhood of twenty-five million
people.

thmmm report First-Rum Status Quo Proisctions of Enrollment of California Instizutions
g‘f Hﬁi;;sé.ammlg Included in the Master Plan Survey, Deparoment of Finance, Budget Diwision,
(-}
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2. The rates at which children remain in high school until gradua-
tion and the geographic distribution of high school graduates to
1975 will in general follow the trends of the past decade.

3. The rates at which California’s young people eater its colleges
will continue to show a gradual increase to 1975.

Institutions of Higher Education by Five-year Intervais to 1975

TABLE 2
Distribution of Status Quo Projections of Full-time Enroliment in California

E
Actual (Fall) Status quo projections (Fall)

Type of institutioa and level 1955 1957 1958 1960 1965 1970 1975

All institutions

All levels. oo ceaann-- 182,624 | 208,398 | 225,615 1| 276,6G0 { 405,100 | 536,800 | 661.350
Lower division._..__} 116,573 | 131,104 | 144,080 | 183,100 | 264,450 [ 342,000 | 418,230
Upper division_.....; 45,465 | 54,331 | 55,024 || 63,250 | 97,650 | 137,500 | 172,300
Graduat®. eeeaeo.. 18,722 | 20,981 | 22,246 ;| 25,7 37,250 | 50,600 | 63,000
Special . oo ceeee-_. 1,864 1,982 | 4,265 4,550 5,750 6,700 | 7,800

Public junior colleges

All levels____________. 70,165 | 80,916 | 91,162 i} 115,750 | 162,600 | 205,200 | 251,400
Lower division.__.._| 68,897 | 79,352 | 89,206 {113,450 | 159,550 { 201,100 | 246,350
Upperdivision._....] .... —— ——— c——— ——— ——— cem-
Graduate__________ ——— ce—- c——- P ———- ——— ————
Special_ oo coeea--. 1,268 1,564 1956 | 2,500 | 32501 4,100 ( 5,050

State colleges .

Alllevels_____________| 33910 | 41,479 | 44,528 |{ 58,600 | 104,950 | 157,150 | 200,000
Lower division......| 15,596 | 18,010 | 20,052 | 28.000 | 50.350 { 73,350 | 91,750
Upper division..___.; 16,005 | 20,934 | 21,701 & 27,200 | 48,300.! 74,600 | 96,300
Graduate. .. oo.... 2,141 2,305 2,681 3,400 | 6,300 ] 9,200 11,950
Special ... 168 230 94 I co—- .- ——— ca--

Untversity of California 1

All levels ... 37,717 | 41,625 | 45,101 !| 30,400 | 77,000 | 106,050 | 136,000
Lower divisioOa.....i 13,116 | 13,451 | 14,030 i 18,350 | 27,150 | 35,950 | 45.900
Upper division......| 14,970 | 16,608 | 16,149 | 17,550 | 27,850 | 39,000 | 30,450
Graduate_ ... ... 9,631 | 11,566 | 12,922 | 14,700 | 22,000 | 31,100 | 39,650

Independent Colleges ,

All levels. .. _._____ 21.625 | 24.630 | 26,801 ! 30,950 | 538,530 | 45,400 | 49,900
Lower division_.____; 12,179 | 14,020 | 14766 17,100 | 21,230 | 25,030 : 27,500
Upper division._._..| 7,838 9,004 | 9,520 10,850 | 13,400 ; 15,650 | 17,100
Graduate ocovoe... 1,544 1,551 1,351 00| 3,050! 3,800 4,300
Special ... 64 664 I 700 850 S500 1,000

Independent universities i

All levels ____._..._. 19,207 | 19,748 | 20,023 ' 20,900 ; 22,000 ; 23,000 | 24.050
Lower division_.....; 6,785 6.271 6,026 62001} 6,330 6,330 6,720
Upper division.._...; 6,652 | 7,785 7654w 7350 | 8100 8,250 8.450

raduate. . _....... 5,406 | 5,579 | 4,792 5,300 5900 | 6,500 7,100
Special oo j64 113 L5510 1,350 1,650 1,700 1,750
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4. The independent colleges and universities will not expand their
facilities at a rate suifficient to maintain their present proportion
of enrollment.

5. The publicly controlled facilities will be limited to institutions
in operation and reporting enrollment in the Fall of 1959, with
the addition of one junior college, two state colleges, and three
campuses of the University of California.

6. Each publicly controlled institution within each system will
‘continue to attract students at about present rates, and students
will continue current patterns of place oi origin and attendance
except as modified by the new institutions. Implicit is a con-
tinuation of. present admission policies, curricula, and other
conditions influencing enrollment.

7. Each institution will be able to handle all the students who
would be able to enroll under these assumptions so that the
projected numbers are “potentials” not restricted by site, physi-
cal plant, or other limitations that may in actuality exist.

The status quo enrollment estimates, which follow in this section,
are based on this set of assumptions, and, of course, are limited by
them. Following is the probable distribution of these enrollments,
by segment, and by divisional level, between 1958 and 1973, ii
status quo policies were to remain in effect. (The geographic distri-
bution of high school graduates over this same period is not dis-
cussed here, but is dealt with in the section of Chapter VI, “Institu-
tional Capacities and Area Needs,” covering the need for new
junior colleges, state colleges and campuses of the University of
California.)

Table 3 presents the number of full-time graded students and the
proportion of the total which each segment of higher education
enrolled in 1958 along with the numbers and proportions oi the
total each would enroll in 1975 if the current trends are maintained.
From these data it can be seen that the current pattern of enroilment
would change considerably in this period. Of particuilar significance
is the estimate that the proportion of the total college students who
will be enrolled in independent colleges and universities in 1973
would be about one-half of that of 1958. On the other hand the
state college proportion would increase by 10.3 per cent, the Univer-
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TABLE 3

Growth in Full-time Enrollment and Distribution, by Segments, Between
Fall, 1958, and Fail, 1975, Status Quo Projections

Fall, 1958 Fall, 1978
Number of | Percentage | Numberof | Percentage
Segmene . students | distribunion | scudents | distributios
unior colleges. oo aeean 91,162 40.4 1 251,400 38.0
tate colleges . o oo eeaas 44,528 19.7 200,000 30.2
University of California. c e eeccaanana. 43,101 19.1 136,000 20.6
Independent colleges and universities. ... 46,324 20.8 73,950 11.2
00.0

Total. .« e 225,615 100.0 { 661.350 1

sity of California’s proportion would remain relatively constant, and
that of the junior colleges would be slightly reduced.

In other terms, for every 100 full-time students enrolled in each
segment in the Fall of 1958, the Fall of 1975 would see 276 students
in the junior colleges, 449 students in the state colleges, 316 students
in the University of California, and 158 students in the independent
colleges and universities.

During this time, as will be seen from Table 3, the proportion of
students in publicly supported institutions will increase from approxi-
mately 80 per cent to almost 90 per cent. This change as noted above
would be largely brought about by the relatively large growth of
the enrollments in the state colleges, which would have a relative
gain in enrollments almost identical to the decline projected for the
independent institutions.

A breakdown of the distribution of students among the segments
by divisions shows clearly that the increases are not uniform at the
various levels. From Table 4 it can be seen that the greatest relative
gains in enrollment for both the state colleges and the University
of California would occur in the lower division. The independent
colleges and umiversities, on the cther hand, would register their
greatest additional enroilment at the graduate division level.

In the lower division projections (Table 4) the greatest increase,
358 per cent, between 1958 and 1975, is predicted for the state col-
leges. The second largest increase, 227 per cent, would occur in the
University of California; the junior college enrollment (which is
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all lower division) would increase bv only 176 per cent, and the
independent colleges and universities by 63 per cent.

TABLE 4

Trends in Full-time Enroliment, by Level and Segment, Fall, 1958,
to Fall, 1975, Status Quo Projections *

E =

1958 1975 |l Percene
Reported Per cent Projected Percent ;| increase

Levei and segment earoliment by level ; enroliment by level | over 1958

Lower Drgision I !
unior colleges_._._____.__. 89,206 61.9 il 246,350 589 176
tate colleges o n o cconeeo . 20052 139 I o750 219 ! 358
University of California_._.. 14,030 9.8 ! 45,900 11.0 | 227

Independent colleges and | !
unIversities. e e oo .... 20,792 14.4 || 34,250 8.2 | 65
Totaleumemeocaaenaae. 144,080 { 100.0 | 418,250 | 100.0 | 190

Upper Dizision - | :
State colleges. ____________. 21,701 39.4 | 96,300 §5.9 | 34
University of California..... 16,149 29.4 50,430 29.3 i 212

Independent colleges and ! !
UnIVersities. oo o aaaaas 17,174 3.2 25,530 14.8 49
Total oo ooocoioaen. 55,024 | 100.0 i 172,300 | 100.0 i 213

Graduate Division f i i
State colleges__._....._... 2,681 12.0 ] 11,950 19.0 346
Umveraxty of California.....| 12,922 38.1 ! 39650 62.9 ! 207

Independent coileges and i
universities__.____._..... 6,643 9.9 || 11,400 18.1 . 72
Totaloooooooooocooee] 22266 1000 | 65,000 i 100.0 i 183

Specials, not classifiea’ i '
unior colleges___ __._._.__. 1,956 e_—— 5,050 e | c———
tate colleges .. ..___..._. 9% U —- e -

Independent coileges and | :
umversities_.__ ____._.__. 2,215 c———. 2,750, ... ——--
g X I | 4265 i B D N e

i A

AU Levels { : : {
gumor colleges.___________. Poo9L162 | 40.4 || 251,400 8.0 176
tatecoileges._.___._.___..i 44,3528: 19.7 "00000 30.2 '| 349
University of California_____! 43,101 19.1 i 136,000 20.6 216

Independent coileges and | i 2
UnIversities. .. ..oeo ... . 46,824 l 20.8 || 73,9350 1.2 38
Totale e | 225615 I 100.0 || 661,350 | 100.0 193

| : . :f

1 Since these are status quo projections. they do aot rake into account recommendations made
eisgwhere in this report to divert lower division students from the state colleges and the Uni.
vuuty of California :0 the junior colleges.

3Studenrs not classinied either by d.m.non or by college class. These are omitted from later
tables.
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Again, in terms of each one hundred students in the lower division
for each oi these segments in 1953, lower division enrollments in
1975 would be 276 in the junior colleges, 458 in the state colleges,
327 in the University oi California, and 165 in the independent
colleges and universities.

At both the upper and the graduate division levels, as shown in
Table 4, the greatest increases are projected for the state colleges,
followed by the University and the independent colleges and univer-
sities, in that order. The proportion of the total number oi upper
division students who were enrolled in the state colleges would in-
crease from 39 per cent to 56 per cent between 1958 and 1975, that
of the University would remain at 29 per cent, and the independent
colleges and universities would drop from 31 to 135 per cent.

The situation at the graduate division level would be similar, with
the state colleges registering the greatest relative gains, the Univer-
sity’s enrollment reflecting a smaller but still substantial gain, and
the independent colleges and universities registering a relative
decline.

In addition to the problem of unequal rates of growth among the
four segments, there is the problem of how enrollments will be dis-
tributed among the individual institutions of both.the State College
System and the University of California. Given a continuation of
the status quo there wiil be a very large diversity among the rates
of increase at the various state colleges and campuses of the Uni-
versity. Table 5 indicates the degree of this diversity for each exist-
ing and authorized state college, and Table 6 gives the same informa-
tion for the different campuses of the University.

It is clear that unless present enrollment trends are modified in
some way, there will result within a few years grave overcrowding
of site capacity on certain state college and University of California
campuses markedly exceeding planning figures adopted by the re-
spective boards. At the same time, other campuses will have large
amounts of unused space.

FINDINGS
1. More than one million students will be enrolled in institutions
of higher education in California in 1973; of these, 661,350
will be full-time students. This is nearly triple the full-time
enroilment for 1958.
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TABLE 5
Status Quo Fuli-tim= Enroliment Projections for Ecch Existing and
Autharized S:ate Cailege, 1958-1573 *
1958 | 1975 | Per cent
Reported Projected increase
Colilege enroliment I! enrollment | 1975 over 1958
I
Alamedal. . e cecaaas e 8,050 cm——
Cahforma Polytechnic (Keilogg-Voorhis -
........................... 1,101 I 15,700 | 1.326
Cah{orma Polytechnic (San Luis Obispo ! .
Campus) e e eceeccacccccaan- 3,796 | 11,050 191
Chico...-.--- edesaccecsccvoacacacaaea 2.608 | 3.650 17z
Fresno. ... 4,338 ! 8.500 ! 95
Humboldt_ ... 1,397 : 4.5C0 | 208
Long Beach-----.-----.' .............. 4,380 I 24350 [ 467
Los Angeles_ . ... 3,334 28,530 ' 736
Nowih Baya L 1II0II I o e L
Orange! oo oo oo ceeiieicccaacaes ceee L9500
Sacramento. - .o ococeiccaaaaa. 2,709 i 7,250 ! 168
San Dieg0 e e ceecanas i 3.373 i 20,150 | 262
San Fernando. e oo e ceececcaaann | 987 i 18,100 i 1,734
San Franeiseo. o c oo oo i 5.259 ! 8,20 I 26
S0 O3 wmsmam oo oooanones | 9035 i 2490 176
Seanislaus? . ... ' ceee i 2350 ! cm-
TOTIS e emeememeeee e e l #528 | 200000 | 349

clsewiers 1a. this neport 10 Livens lowes divirion sudencs o the. site collepes aad the Unmes
nl:y of Califormia to the junior culleges.

A haci bt ot yer 1a-operation.

2. On the basis of the status quo trends the largest relative growth
at all levels by 1975 will be in the state colleges, which are
expected to increase their proportion of the total enroilment
over that existing in 1958 in all three divisional levels—the
lower division, upper division, and graduate. The University of
California will increase its pcoportion of total enrollments dur-
ing this period at all levels except the upper division, which is
expected to show a slight decrease. Although both the junior
colleges and the independent colleges and universities will expe-
rience a large numerical increase, each will enroll a proportion-
ately smaller share of the total number of students in 1975
than it did in 1958. For the independent colleges and universi-
ties this decline will be reflected at all three levels.

3. The greatest growth for both the state colleges and the Uni-
versity of California is expected to take place in lower division
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enrollments, while in the indebendent colleges and universities
the greatest growth will occur at the graduate level.

4. Enrollment increases will vary tremendously among the several
state colleges and among the campuses of the University of
California as can be seen from Tables 5 and 6. In fact, the
projected increases at some of these state colleges and campuses
of the University will increase the enrollments well above plan-
ning estimates developed by the State Department of Education
and the University of California, as well as exceeding the maxi-
mum enrollments recommended elsewhere in this report. (See
Chapter VI.) At the same time, other institutions in both sys-
tems will be attracting far fewer students than they could ac-
commodate.

DisTorTIONS REVEALED BY Sfatus Quo PROJECTIONS

It appears from the status quo projections that unless restrictions
of some kind are placed on enrollment growth at the state colleges
and the campuses of the University of California, these two seg-
ments will be enrolling a much larger proportion of the total num-

TABLE 6

Status Quo Full-time Enroliment Projections for Each Existing and Authorized
Campus of the University of California, 1958-1975 *

1958 197§ * Per cent
reed Projected increase
Campus caraliment earoliment 1975 over 1958

Berkeley o o eemeem e emeee 19098 | 43,950 129
DaAVIS e eccccccmcanccccn——- 2,341 7,750 231
La Jola oo eceeeeen 153 $3,650 -
Los Angeles o oo caeeas 16,274 33.600 119
Riverside. o e cecmeccecaeaa 991 7,050 611
Santa Barbara. e ccecaccccecceaean 2,710 9,900 265
Southeast Los Angeles-Oranged ... _..... coma 16,950 —m-
South Central Coastl oo o oo ——— 8,550 c———
San Frandsco-Medicalo oo e e e _.. 1,534 2,600 69
B Y- 12 I I 43,101 136,000 216

® Since these are status quo projecrions. they do nox take into account recommendadons made
elsewhere in this report o0 divert lower division students from the state colleges and the Univer-
sity of California o the junior colleges.

t Graduate students in the Insdruce of Oceanogravhy only.

2 Approved as a general campus by The Regenos in 1957.

1 Approved by The Regents but 2ot yet in operation.
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ber of students in California institutions in 1975 than in 1958. Fur-
thermore, despite the large increases in the number of students at
the upper division and graduate level which these two segments will
be called upon to absorb, the greatest increases in both these systems
will be, under séa¢us quo projections, in the lower division.

It is the belief of the Survey Team that such expansion by these
two systems is inconsistent with the best interests of the state. In
order to absorb these increases, and still meet their responsibilities
for upper and graduate division students, many of the state colleges
and campuses of the University will be enlarged far above the capac-
ity of their sites, necessitating acquisition of added acreage—often in
crowded urban centers—at excessively high costs.

The Survey Team is of the further belief that the Restudy recom-
mendation approved by both boards and stated here is a sound one:
that “the University of California emphasize policies leading to the
reduction of lower division enrollments in relation to those of the
upper and graduate’ divisions, and that the state colleges pursue
policies which will have a similar eifect.” ¢

The Survey Team is convinced that the percentage increase in
the lower division ought to be highest in the junior colleges, chiefly
because of the following reasons:

1. Easy accessibility to students and the consequent reduction
in cost to them

2. The high scholastic records made in both the state colleges and
the University by junior college transfers

3. The junior college screening function of indicating those stu-
dents most likely to succeed in their education beyond the
lower division

4. The adopted policy, in California’s tripartite system of public
higher education for the University and the state colleges to
place increased emphasis on upper division and graduate pro-

grams
5. The diversion of a portion of lower division students from the
- state colleges and the University of California to the junior

*T. R. McConnell. T. C. Holy, and H. H. Semans, A Restudy of the Needs of California in
Higher Educatiom. Sacramento: California Srate Department of Educadon. 1955, p. 44. This
recommendanon was a ved by the Liaison Committee on December 18, 1954, by the State
Board of Educadion on January 3, 1955, and by the Regents om March 18, 1955.
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colleges to aid in controlling the unmanageable size of certain
institutions as shown in Tables 5 and 6.

6. Costs per student to the state for both operation and plant
are lower in the junior colleges than in the state colleges and the
University

CONCLUSIONS

On the basis of the foregoing, the Master Plan Survey Team came
to the following conclusions:

1. That by 1975 about 50,000 of the lower division students, who,
according to the status quo projections, will be enrolled in the
state colleges and the University of California, should be accom-
modated in the jumior colleges

2. That such diversion will not directly prevent any high school
graduate from continuing his education beyond the lower divi-
sion if he can meet the transfer requirements into any four-
year institution

3. That methods to achieve this diversion should be developed
by the respective boards and the Co-ordinating Council

RECOMMENDATIONS

As one means of achieving this diversion of lower division stu-
dents from the state colleges and the University of California to the
junior colleges, tbe Survey Team recommends the following:

In order to implement more fully the action of The Regents of the
University of California and the State Board oi Education in 19355
that “the University of California emphasize policies leading to the
reduction of lower division enrollments in relation to those of the
upper and graduate divisions, and the state colleges pursue policies
which will have a similar effect,” the percentage of undergraduates
in the lower division of both the state colleges and the University
be gradually decreased ten percentage points below that existing in
1960 (estimated to be 51 per cent in both segments) by 1975. It is
further recommended that the determination of the means by which
this recommendation can. best be carried out be the responsibility
of the governing boards.’

TIt is estimated that this recommendadon would result in the transfer of some 40.000 lower

studeau to the junior colleges by 1975. It is expected that the recommendadon o select

mn college students from the upper 3374 per cenr of ail public high school gnduata and r.he

n.wu:uz‘mm the upper 12W cent, together with the recommendation that all ‘‘limited’’
Wmmmguﬁmmmm“upmu 10.000.
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Uodified Pro JECTIONS

The conclusions reached by the Master Plan Survey aiter studying
. the status quo enrollment projections led the team to request the
Department of Finance to prepare a set of modified projections.
These were to be based on the following assumptions in addition to
the first four of those made earlier in this chapter under the heading
“Assumptions.”

1.

n

That diversion of full-time lower division students from state
colleges and University of California campuses to junior col-
leges will be undertaken so as to result in approximately 50,000
such students being diverted in 1973

. That the respective boards of the State College System and the

University of California will devise measures that will reduce
the overcrowding of certain of their institutions beyond reason-
able site capacity and will increace the numbers attending less
crowded institutions of both systems

. That the lower division proportion of the full-time undergrad-

uate enrollment of the two public segments will be reduced
gradually so that by 1975 it will be, for each segment, in the
neighborhood of 41 per cent. This would be, in each case, a
system-wide average, not necessarily true for each campus
within the system.

That the most rapid rate of lower division growth during
the period 1960 to 1975 will be in the junior colleges, since
this segment is least costly, per student, to the state

. That during this period, in addition to the already authorized

state college and state university campuses. two new state
cclleges, as elsewhere recommended in this report, will be
established and put into operation

. That the state will encourage development by local communi-

ties of additional junior colleges as needed, contributing more
heavily to their support than in the past and making state funds
available to pay for part of the cost of their construction

That the modification of freshman entrance requirements to
state colleges and the University of California, as recommended
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in Chapter V, will be adopted, as well as those modifications
affecting entrance to those institutions with advanced standing

It is evident that the administrative decisions that will be necessary
to put these assumptions into effect, rather than the broad statements
of assumed policy themselves, will determine the numbers of students
in each system and- their distribution by institution and campus. The
Survey Team has left to the respective governing boards the determi-
nation of how, for example, students are to be diverted from an
overcrowded to a less crowded campus within the same system.
Clearly, any one of a number of methods of achieving this end might
be used, each with its own effect on the enrollment of individual
campuses. Further, it is obvious that whatever means are used will
result in some net loss or shrinkage since a student not admitted to
the campus of his first choice may change his educational plans
completely.

Because the preparation of modified projections in detailed figures
by area, institution, and division level involved “second guessing” a
large number of administrative decisions and policies, the detailed
projections will be presented only in the Techical Committee Report.
Therefore, modified enrollment projections are shown here only for
segment and level. :

Tables 7 and 8 show how the Survey recommendations for the
diversion of lower division students to the junior colleges will have
affected the pattern of higher education enrollments by 1975. To
bring this modification about is the continuing responsibility oi the
respective boards and the Co-ordinating Council, who can thus insure
that henceiorth enrollments in public higher education in the state
shall be on a planned and rational, rather than haphazard basis.
Some consideration of methods by which the correction of distorted
enrollments can be brought about is inciuded in Chapter V.

The modification of s¢{atus quo enrollment trends, as these trends
are presented in Tables 7-10 show how students might be distributed
among the segments of California higher education by 1973. As noted
in the explanatory footnotes to Tables 7 and 8, the conditions set
by the team are not completely met by the modified figures. The
team recognizes, however, that many unpredictable factors will un-
doubtedly influence the ultimate actual, as distinct from projected,
enrollments.



TABLE 7

Rate of Growth in Full-time Lower Division Enroliment by Segment,
Status Quo, and Modified Projections, 1958 to 1975

1978 | 1975
Seatus quo Modiged
projections projections
1958
Per cent Per cent
Segment - earoliment Number of growth Number of growth
gunior colleges. oo 89,206 246,350 176 | *288,950 =224
tate colleges . _.___.. 20,052 91,750 358 7,400 236
University of California._....... 14,030 45,900 227 28,800 105
Independent colleges. oo ..... 20,792 34,250 63 34,250 65
Totaleeeccccemccccaccaan 144,080 418,250 150 419,400 191

* The difference of 42,600 junior college enrollees shown here between status quo and modified
projections is less than the 50,000 the team believes should have been diverted by 1975.

** The modified projecrions do not fuily conform to the team’s recommendarion that fastest
e of lower division growth should be in junior coileges.

TABLE 8

Parcentage Distribution of Full-time Undergraducte Enrollment by Level, State
Colleges and University of California—1975 Modified Projections

State coileges Uaiversity of Californis
Number of Per ceat of Number of Per cent of
Level studeats undergraduates students undergraduates
Lower division! . o o o ecceceeeam 67,400 40.0 28,800 36.9
Upper division . o oo coceceeenn - 100,600 60.0 49,330 63.1
Undergraduate. . oo oo 168,000 100.0 78,150 100.0

! The modified projections reduce the lower division propornon of all undergrmduate enrollment
for bath segments somewhat below the team’s recommendadon as quoted above.

TABLE 9

Percsntage Distribution of Full-time Enroliment by Segment and Levei,
1975 Medified Projections

Segment

Junior State University of  |Iadependentcolleges

colleges colleges California | and universities

Number Number | Number | | Number |

of Per of ! Per of i Per | of i Per

Lavel students | ceat | studeats | cent | students | cent | students | cent

Lower division. -] 288,950 [100.0 | 67,400 ! 37.5 | 28,800 | 24.2 | 34250 | 48.1
Upper division. «caa-. cm—- -- | 100,600 | 55.7 | 49,350 | 41.6 | 23,330 ' 35.9
Graduate division....{ .... --| 12650 | 7.0 40,600 | 54.2 ! 11,400 | 16.0
Totale noeenmmnnn | 288,950 1100.0 | 180,650 [100.0 | 118,750 100.0 0

| i : !
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TABLE 10

Distribution of Full-fime Enroliments by Segment, Modifled Projections—1975

gumor collcgel ___________________

tate colleges_

University of California. .. ...
Independent colleges and universi-

levels

FLower division

Number

288,950
67,400
28,800

34,250

" 419,400

Total under-

Upper division graduate Graduate division Totals by segmens
Per cent Number Per cenmt Number Number Pes cent Number Per cent
68.9 e I - 288,950 R s 288,950 431.8
16.0 100,600 57.3 168,000 12,650 19.6 180,650 27 4
6.9 49,350 28.1 78,150 40,600 62.8 118,750 18.0
8.2 25,550 14.6 59,800 11,400 17.6 71,200 10.8
1000 | 175500 | 1000 || s94900| 64650 | 1000 l' 659,550 | 1000
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Table 2 in this chapter gives the sta?us quo projections for the
years 1960, 1965, 1970 and 1975, as compared with actual full-time
enrollments for the years 1953, 1957, and 1958 by segment and
level of higher education in the state. Somewhat similar information
for the modified projections is found in Tables 7 to 10 in this chapter.
The purpose of Table 11 is to show a comparison of the distribution
of the projected enrollments under the status quo and modified plans

for the years, 1965, 1970, and 1975.

Comparisen of Status Quo and Modified Full-time Enroliment Projections
by Segments and Levels for 1965, 1970, and 1975

Type of instirution

Status Quo Projections! for

Modified Projections? for

Al institutions

Upper division. oo caeooaoao. :
Graduate.accccaccaacaaea..

Public junior colleges

Lower divisiofe cceceecaaeen..

State colleges

All levels. o ecccmcccanaaaaa
Lower diVisiON e cccccccacaa.
Upper division e cccccacccuan-
Graduatlee e ccccrcccecaane ;e

Unsoersity of California

Alllevels. oo
Lower divisioNe. cveccuaca..
Upper division. oo
Graduate. oo oo |

Independent coileges

All levels v oceemecceaaaa
Lower division . ceccceacana-.
Upper division . ...
Graduate. oo o eeeceeaes

Independent unwersizies

All levels. oo e
Lower division. oo caeoeaoooo.
Upper division. ccacaeoooo._ !
Graduate oo ceceaaoaoo ;

9.260 !

8(

Ll

200,00 + 98.950

|

14,500 |

21300 1 22,300
6.330 |

91,750 il 45,350 |
{ 73.650 | 100.500

1970 1975
|
526.050 | 639,530
342,900 | 419,400
131,450 ! 175,500
51,700 i 64,630
725,900 I 288,950
i

143.200 | 180.630

59.700 | 67,400
9.850 | 12,650

39.150 1 118,750
25,700 | 28.3C0
31.900 | 49.330
31,350 | 40,600

+,500 | 18,900
25.050 | 27.3C0
15,650 | 17,100

3,800 | 4,300

|
21,2C0 i 22,300
6,530 1 6.730
2308 3430

6,300 i 7,100

1 The totals for all institutions for the two plans of projection differ somewhat for each of the
thres years because of the difference in procedures used in developing hem. Also the totais for
status quo projeccions differ from those in Table 2 because speqal students are iaciuded in thatc

tabie but not in this one.
% [bid.
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The main purpose of the modified projections as shown earlier
in this report is to divert lower division students from the state col-
leges and the University of California to the junior colleges. Table 11
shows that under this plan lower division enroilments in the state
colleges in 19735 are 67,400 as compared with 91,750 under the szatus
quo projections. For the University of California, comparable figures
are 28,800 and 45,900. As would be expected, the impact of these
reductions in the state colleges and the University of California is
shown in the increase of lower division enroilments in the junior
colleges from 246,350 in 1975 under the s¢atus quo plan to 288,950
under the modified plan.

CONCLUSIONS

1t is the belief of the Survey Team that modification of the status
quo projected distribution of enrollments among the various segments
of higher education is necessary. Achievement of modified projections
based on the assumptions given earlier in this chapter will place
emphasis in the state colleges and the University of California on
the divisional levels most appropriate to their defined functional
responsibilities. Such modifications will allow these segments to con-
centrate more of their resources on the upper division and graduate
students who will be seeking admission in greater numbers in the
years ahead. The reduction in the number of lower division students
attending these institutions will, moreover, contribute to the further
strengthening of California’s well-developed junior college program.
This program is noteworthy in that it provides high caliber lower
division education conveniently located to most of the college-age
population at a cost to the state much below that which can be
offered by either of the other publicly controlled segments; in addi-
tion, it provides a wide variety of other post-high-school educational
services required by mid-twentieth century society.



CHAPTER V

STUDENTS: THE PROBLEM OF QUALITY

Problems of selection and retention loomed large in the Survey.
The quality of an institution and that of a system of higher education
are determined to a considerable extent by the abilities of those it
admits and retains as students. This applies to all levels—lower divi-
sion; upper division, and graduate. It is also true for all segments, but
the emphases are different. The junior colleges are required by law
to accept all high school graduates (even nongraduates may enter
under some circumstances); therefore the junior colleges must pro-
tect their quality by applying retention standards rigid enough to guar-
antee that taxpayers’ money is not wasted on individuals who lack
capacity or the will to succeed in their studies. If the state colleges
and the University have real differentiation of functions between
them, they should have substantially different admission requirements.
Both should be exacting (in contrast to public higher educational
institutions in most other states) because the junior colleges relieve
them of the burden of doing remedial work. Both have a heavy
obligation to the state to restrict the privilege of entering and remain-
ing to those who are well above average in the college-age group.

The subject matter covered by this chapter includes some topics
specifically assigned to the Technical Committee on Selection and
Retention of Students, including the following:

1. Measures oi the validity of entrance requirements
2. Admissions policies and procedures

3. Retention of students

4. Getting the best students in the right institutions

Because the direction of the Survey Team’s thinking ran counter
to that of the Technical Committee on several important issues, it
should be understood that some of the recommendations that follow
are those of the Survey Team and not those of the Technical Com-
mittee,

{66]



STUDENTS: THE PROBLEM OF QUALITY 57

MEASURES OF THE VALIDITY OF ENTRANCE REQUIREMENTS

The Technical Committee suggested as a guiding principie that
admission requirements are valid for any one college if, first, they
serve to qualify for admission those applicants whose educational
purposes are properly met by the college and whose abilities and
training indicate probable scholastic success in the college and, sec-
ondly, they serve to eliminate applicants not meeting these require-
ments.

The Survey Team, however, found other considerations that mod-
ify and interpret the principle stated. Each public institution cannot
write its own charter but must fit into the uniform rules and regu-
lations of the system of which it is a part. The usefulness of validity
studies based on grades received in an institution can be destroyed
if disproportionately high grades are awarded by it; therefore, con-
tinuous study of grading standards is necessary in order to reassure
taxpayers and other institutions and segments of higher education
that comparable standards exist in judging scholastic success. More-
over, state-supported institutions have an obligation to adjust their
offerings and admissions policies to meet the long-run needs and to
fit the fiscal capabilities of the state, as ascertained by constitutional
and statutory authorities. _

The Technical Committee suggested the following four common
measures of validity:

1. Scholastic success in the first semester or year

2. Continuance in college

3. Rate of dismissal for poor scholastic periormance

4, Comparative standing on objective tests

The Technical Committee regards scholastic success as the best
single measure oi validity. The Survey Team agrees, but prefers
the use of several criteria in combination.

APPLYING VALIDITY CRITERIA

The data made available to the Survey Team by the three public
segments fall far short of the completeness desired for judging the
validity of admissions requirements. Junmior college statistics are
inadequate as grounds for support of, or opposition to, the existing
“open-door” policy that admits students ifrom all levels of ability.
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State college data cover too shiort a period and are insufficiently com-
prehensive. The University figures, while more complete, are weak on
testing.

Scholastic. Success— Data from seven state colleges, for 1958-39
(see Technical Committee report), shows that 53 per cent of the
freshmen admitted with five recommending units and 34 per cent
of those admitted with six failed to make a C average in their first
year. The records of those with seven recommending units (47 per
cent below C) and with eight (44 per cent below C) indicate mar-
ginal validity that should be reinforced by a high score on a standard
aptitude test.

Among the alternative University admission plans in use during
1957-38, judging from data in the Technical Committee report, the
following are of doubtful validity: six 4 or B grades in last two
years, ‘“exceptions to rules,” 12 4 or B grades in last three vears,
and “highest 10 per cent of class.”

Continuance in College. Persistence of students in higher educa-
tion obviously is affected by a variety of factors that are largely
outside the control of an institution unless the institution refuses to
admit those with characteristics that make them higher potential
dropouts. Low socioeconomic status, poor health, emotional insta-
bility, and marital involvements are common explanations of with-
drawal and no return. The public institutions, located in urban set-
tings and with mainly commuting students, would be expected to have
lower persistence rates than private institutions with campus life and
living accommodations for most students.

The state college materials supplied to the Survey Team provide
almost no index to persistence of students admitted as freshmen
over the whole undergraduate period. The “native” is shown as more
likely to continue through the junior and :enior years than the “‘trans-
fer” student. The transfer who was eligible on the basis of his high
school record is more persistent than the transfer who was not eli-
gible. (Data taken from the Technical Commiitee Report)

The University records for all campuses show, in sample years,
a persistence rate of about 35 per cent of entering freshmen in the
eighth semester after entrance either receiving degree or still stu-
dents (Technical Committee report). About 45 per cent withdrew
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before completing the eighth semester following admission. Approxi-
mately one-third of all withdrawals were below a C average at the
time of exit.

Rate of Dismissal. This evidence indicates that around 15 per
cent of the University freshmen entrants leave with scholastic defi-
ciencies within the four-year period. This is a relatively small attri-
tion for scholastic failure and indicates that the existing admission
standards must be reasonably well-suited to the selection of students
equipped for the level of work undertaken in the University. Discus-
sion of dismissal will be resumed under “Retention” later in this

chapter.

Standing on Tests. The Technical Committee declares: “Properly
compared, the objective test is a better measure of the quality orf
the students admitted to a college than either the withdrawal or
dismissal measures. Measured by correlations with instructors’ grades
in college, however, the objective test is not as good a measure of
the quality of an admitted class as is the scholastic record of the
first semester or first year for judgment on the basis of the purposes
of the individual institution.”

Scores on standardized tests may be particularly useiul in compar-
ing students in different institutions ofi the same system, oi other
segments in California, and of the nation as a whole.

RECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that:

1. The junior colleges, state colleges, and University make sta-
tistical studies of their entrance requirements, and report an-
nually, in standard form, to the co-ordinating agency on validity
judged by (a) scholastic success, (b) persistence, (c) rate of
dismissal, and (d) scores on standard tests

2. Each public segment report annually to the co-ordinating agency
on its grading standards, providing data on such matters as:
a. Distribution of undergraduate grades awarded (proportion
of each grade given for each institution, department, and by
lower and upper division)

b. Its grading differential with other institutions or segments
as computed irom the records made by transiers
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ADMISSIONS POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

The junior colleges admit both high school graduates and non-
graduates. Education Code Section 5706 requires junior colleges,
assuming residence requirements are met, to accept ‘“‘any high school
graduate and any other person over eighteen years of age .
capable of profiting from the instruction offered.” The results of a
questionnaire circulated at the request of the Technical Committee,
to which 56 junior colleges replied, indicate that (a) 50 admit any
high school graduate; (b) 36 admit any person over eighteen years of
age; (c) 30 admit some students on a probationary basis.

The state college basic requirement is stated in terms of seven
or more Carnegie units during the last three years in high school with
A or B grades, but with no subject prescription except that physical
education and military sciences are excluded. In 1958 about 80 per
cent of first-time freshmen used this plan. Students with five or six
units may enter if they score at or above the twentieth percentile on
the national norm of a standard college aptitude test. As shown in the
discussion of “validity,” the latter group experiences difficulty, and
over one-half fails to make a C average in their first year. Some 12
per cent of first-time freshmen entered by this method in 1958. Out-
side of the regular pattern of admission are three categories which
were used to admit first-time freshmen: (1) “other’’ (foreign, out-of-
state, and others not meeting standards in Section 925 (a) or (b) of
California Administrative Code, Title 5, Education); (2) “adult
special;” and (3) “nondegree programs.” In 1958 these methods
accounted for 7 per cent of first-time freshman admittees.

For the University of California, the basic requirement is a B
average in the last three years, expressed in grade points, in a pattern
of 10 high school academic subjects; one year in American history and
civics, three in English, one in algebra, one in geometry, one in labora-
tory science, two in foreign language, and one additional in either
mathematics, foreign language, or laboratory science. About 90 per
cent of the University’s entering freshmen qualify under this plan.
About 10 per cent qualify under alternative plans, including “highest
10 per cent in class,” 12 4 or B grades in last three years, six 4 or B
grades in last two years, and “‘exceptions to the rules.” The validity
of all four of these secondary methods is considerably lower than
for the basic requirement.
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Public institutions ordinarily admit ail students above a minimum
“flogr,” who meet stated basic entrance requirements; private insu-
tutions often have both “floor” and a selective process for choosing
among applicants who meet minimum requirements. It may be that
the state colleges and the University in particular will have to work
out some such combination plan in order to select the best students
from the forthcoming flood of applicants. Both the state colleges and
the University have made use of scholastic aptitude tests in the past.
However, beginning in 1960, these will be required of all applicants
for admission to both segments.

The admission of transier students is especially important in Cali-
fornia’s tripartite system, because over one-half of all lower division
instruction within the state—including private institutions—is done
by junior colleges. Among the many useful services of the junior
colleges is that of providing a proving ground for those who have not
made records in high school good enough to justify direct entry into
senior college. Thus quality control over lateral entry rises in impor-
tance now that the new student in state colleges and on University
campuses is so often a junior rather than a freshman.

Beginning in 1961, the state colleges will require would-be transfer
students who were not eligible on the basis of high school records to
present 2 C (2.0 grade point) average on 60 units of college work,
or a B (3.0) average on not less than 24 units. State colleges nor-
mally accept all junior college courses in computing minimum grade-
point averages of applicants for transfer.

The University policy governing the acceptance of transier stu-
dents is stated by an Academic Senate rule requiring the Board oi
Admissions to “maintain the standard of preparation required of
students who enter the University of California,” in the admission of
applicants for advanced standing. Effective in 1957, transfer students
who were ineligible on the basis of their high school records have
been required to present a 2.4 grade-point average on 60 or more
units, or a 2.4 on 30, plus a satisfactory score on the Scholastic Apti-
tude Test.

In view of the foregoing, the Survey Team later recommends some
changes in the admission policies of both the state colleges and the
University of California. Joint Staff studies based on examination of
transcripts of 73,679 California public high school graduates in 43
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counties showed that 12.8 per ceat of these graduates met the B aver-
age in the “a” to ““f" subject pattern ior admission to the University
of California and an additional 30.1 per cent (or a total of 42.9 per
cent) met the state college admission requirement under which most
students are admitted to the state colleges.! (That requirement is 7
Carnegie units of course work in subjects other than physical educa-
tion and military science with grades of 4 or B (not an average) in
the last three years of high school.)

According to the state college section in the report of the Technical
Committee on Selection and Retention of Students, 80 per cent of
the new freshmen admitted to the state colleges in 1958 met this re-
quirement.

Other methods by which students are admitted to the University
of California and the state colleges are discussed earlier in this chap-
ter. Taking these into account, it is estimated that approximately 15
per cent of public high school graduates qualify for admission to
the University of Calijornia and some 30 per cent to the state colleges.

The recommendation which follows is that these per cents be re-
duced to 124 and 334 respectively. The important question is what
effect it will have on the opportunity of California public high school
graduates to continue their education in publicly supported institu-
tions in the state. The position of the Master Plan Survey Team is
that so long as any high school graduate can be admitted to a junior
college (at present non-high-school graduates may be admitted), it
will not reduce that opportunity for students able and wiiling to meet
the requirements for transfer to the upper division in the state col-
leges and the University of California. Figure 4 shows graphically
this situation.

The Survey Team has received the general impression that insuffi-
cient attention is given to the selection and orientation of transfer
students in both the state colleges and the University. Both systems
should be asked regularly how their transier students are doing and
whether the standards of 2.0 for the siate colleges and 2.4 for the
University are high enough for a transfer student who was deficient
in high school grades.

1T, C._Holv and Arthur D. Beowne, A Stude of the Eifginility of Graduates a¢ Caiiformia
Pubhc High Schools for Earcilment m Califernia Public [usd.u.doas of [Higher Learming,™”
Caisfornia Scirools, XXX Decemoer. 1959. 501.
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WHO S DENIED ACCESS TO PUBLICLY SUPPORTED INSTITUTIONS?
1. As a freshman: No graduate from an accredited high school.

2. To upper division work: (a) Students who fail to achieve a “C” average in lower division
wark; (b) Junior coilege students who fail to achieve the minimum grade-point average

in 56 units of work.,

FIGURE 4

Eligibility for Public Higher Education
(Under Master Plan Survey Proposals)

RECOMMENDATIONS
It is recomnmended that:

1. In order to raise materially standards ior admission to the
lower division, the state colleges select first-time freshmen from
the top one-third > (334 per cent) and the University from the
top one-eighth® (124 per cent) of ail graduates of California

public high schoois with the following provisions:

2 As defined by the Scate College System.
3 As defined by the University of Califormia.
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a. Continuation of existing special programs and curricula in-
volving exceptions to this rule subject to approval by the
respective boards, and these to be kept to a minimum, and
those that are continued to be reported annualily to the co-
ordinating agency. Any new special programs and curricula
involving such exceptions to be approved by the co-ordinating
agency.

b. Graduates of private and out-of-state secondary schools to
be held to equivalent levels.

. Implementation of Recommendation 1 be left to the two systems

with the following provisions:

a. Each to have the new requirements in force for students ad-
mitted for Fall, 1962

b. Inasmuch as the Survey Team {avors acceptance in both
systems of a requirement that all, or almost all, of the recom-
mending units for admission shall be in college preparatory
courses, that the application of such a requirement be care-
fully studied during 1960, and this principle be applied as
fully as possible throughout both systems

. For both the state colleges and the University, freshman admis-

sions through special procedures outside the basic requirements
of recommending units of high school work or aptitude tests
or both (such as specials and exceptions to the rules) be limited
to 2 per cent of all freshman admissions in each system for a
given year. Furthermore, that all “limited” students be re-
quired to meet regular admission standards.*

. Junior college functions now carried by state colleges and non-

degree lower division programs at any state college or Univer-
sity campus (other than extension) be subject to the following
rule:

The equivalent oi junior college out-oi-district tuition be
charged beginning in Fall, 1960, against the counties of resi-
dence of all lower division students who are ineligible to admis-

sion by regular standards, and the funds collected paid to the
General Fund of the state.

¢ State Board of Educanion action makes this eiffective Fall of 1960.
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Furthermore, that such junior college functions now carried by
state colleges at state expense be terminated not later than
July 1, 1964, all admittees thereafter being required to meet
standard entrance requirements

S. The state colleges and the University require 2 minimum oi at
.least 56.units of acceptable advanced standing credit before
considering the admission of applicants ineligible to admission
as freshmen because of inadequate grades in high school, except
for curricula that require earlier transier,® and except also
that each state college and campus of the University, through
special procedures developed by each, be permitted to accept
for earlier transfer not more than 2 per cent of all students who
make application for advanced standing in any year

6. Undergraduate applicants to the state colleges and the Univer-
sity who are legally resident in other states be required to meet
higher entrance requirements than are required of residents of
California, such out-of-state applicants to stand in the upper
half of those ordinarily eligible. Furthermore, that there be
developed and applied a common definition of legal residence for
these public segments. :

7. A study of the transier procedures to both the University and
the state colleges be undertaken through the co-ordinating
agency during 1960 with the view of tightening them. Evidence
available to the Master Plan Survey Team indicates the need
for such action.

8. A continuing committee on selection, admission, and retention
as a part of the co-ordinating agency be established, to make
further studies in these fields (see Recommendations 1 and 2

on pages 73 and 74) and to report annually to the appropriate
agencies and persons on:

a. Transier procedures as indicated in Recommendation 7

b. State college and University procedures in admission to the
graduate division

5 Both systems have already adopted 60 unit rules for such transier students, but each lefr a
way to bypess it. The state colleges allow admimmon on 24 units with B average: :he Universuty,

_orn 30 or more with 2.4 grade point average and a sadisfactory scors on the Scholastic Apdtude
est.
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c. The desirability of differing standards oi admission for the
varying programs within each segment oi publicly supported
institutions :

9. Private institutions of higher education in California in the
approaching period of heavy enrollments strive for increased

excellence by adopting rigorous admission and retention stand-
ards.

RETENTION

All ‘56 junior colleges reporting in 1959 made use of probation
(in 1954 only 26 per cent did so), and all used dismissal for scho-
lastic failure, but standards and practices varied widely among them.
The Administrative Code authorizes the state colleges to place on
-probation or disqualify a regular student who fails to maintain a C
average. Practices vary considerably under this rule.

The University pattern generally (except in engineering and
chemistry) is to place a student on probation if he is down six or
more grade points at the close of the first semester or fails to make
a C average in any subsequent semester, and to dismiss him if he
fails to make a C average while on probation, or fails to make a C
or above in four units, or fails to remove himself from probation
after two semesters. Practices vary somewhat irom school to school
and college to college.

The Technical Committee commented concerning retention of
junior college freshmen: “Freshman students should not ordinarily
be dismissed prior to the completion of one year in order that ample
opportunity will be afforded for guidance and adjustment.” The Sur-
vey Team agreed that in many cases this was in accord with good
educational counseling practice, yet believed that any student who
fails be “subject to dismissal,” whether he is actually separated or
not, and that malingering should not be permitted on any level of
higher education. Vigorous use of probation and the threat oi dis-
missal may help some ‘“late bloomers”’ to flower sooner.

RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that:

1. Each segment strive for greater uniformity in policy and prac-
tices on probation and dismissal: that among segments where
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the programs are comparable, an effort be made to secure uni-
formity in policy and practices on probation and dismissal;
and that each segment report annually fuil retention statistics to
the co-ordinating agency

GETTING THE BEST STUDENTS IN THE APPROPRIATE INSTITUTIONS

The selection and retention devices suggested will not guarantee
either that all able young Californians will go to college or university
or that those who do will attend institutions best able to serve their
needs. Among the formidable barriers that prevent many high school
graduates of real ability from furthering their education are lack of
incentive, early marriage, interruption for military service, and
shortage of financial resources.

What can be done to minimize the waste of talent that comes
from such failure to develop capacities? Ambition commensurate
with ability can be stimulated by high school and junior college
counselors. Housing and plentiful job opportunities for married stu-
dents often bring college within the realm of possibility for those
who wed early. The availability of higher educational facilities in
the community of residence constitutes an important inducement for
young people to pursue academic studies. "

STATE SCHOLARSHIPS AND FELLOWSHIPS

Because recommendations on scholarships in both the Strayer
Committee Report ¢ and the Restudy * undoubtedly had a bearing on
the beginning of state awards to students, these are reviewed briedy
here.

The Strayer Committee Report of 1948 recommended the estab-
lishment of a subsistence scholarship program to be administered
jointly by the State Board of Education and The Regents of the Uni-
versity and to make two different tvpes oi awards as follows: (a)
2,000 undergraduate awards of $750 each, to be made annually and
to be used for attendance at any of the public higher education insti-
tutions in the state and (b) 500 fellowships in the amount of $1,C00
each, to be awarded annually by The Regents of the University for
use in the graduate and proiessional schools of the University.

¢ Monroe E. Deutsch, Aubrey A. Donglass, ind George D. Strayer. A Report of a Survey of
the Needs of Califormia in Higher Educarion. Berkeiey: University of Caiifornia Press. 1948.

TT. R. McConneil, T. C. Holy, and H. H. Semans, A Restudy oF the Needs of California in
Higher Educanon. Saczamento, Califormia State Department of Educadon, 1957.
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In substance, the scholarship program recommended in the 1953
Restudy provided for a maximum orf 3,200 undergraduate scholar-
ships not to exceed $600 each and to be awarded annually to legal
residents of California based on actual and demonstrated need. These
awards could be used at either public or private institutions in the
state for.the payment of living expenses as well as tuition and fees.
The recommendations further provided that owing to the shortage
of teachers in the state 40 per cent of the total number of annual
awards should be made to students preparing to teach.

The California State Scholarship Program ® adopted by the Legis-
lature in 1955 has been the principal state mechanism for direct
financial assistance to promising students. During 1959-1960 it pro-
vided 2,560 students with tuition scholarships at a total cost of
approximately $1,224,000. These undergraduate scholarships pay
“tuition or necessary fees or both tuition and fees” up to $600 per
academic year. In this respect the current program diifers from that
recommended in the Strayer Committee Report and the Restudy in
that the awards may not be used for subsistence. In practice, they
have been used more in private than in public institutions. Not only
has the program afforded the youth of California a greater freedom
of choice, it also may eifect net savings to the taxpayers in both
capital investment and operating costs. Independent institutions have
been encouraged to expand enrollment and facilities; in the long
run such expansion may relieve somewhat the pressure on public
higher education.

Three problems encountered by the Survey Team may be partially
solved through expansion of the program. As more and more students
apply for awards, and as tuition rates increase, there is need for
additional scholarships and higher stipends. In order to provide for
the student with little means of support or who prefers a public
institution, some provision is needed for subsistence. To utilize more
fully excess capacity in the graduate divisions of private and public
insdtutions and to provide more nearly the supply of advanced degree
holders required to meet the coming demand for college teachers,
the program should be expanded upward to include the award of
graduate fellowships.

$ Although the legisladon creadng this program fxes a terminal date of Juiy [. 1964 {Secion
31219 of he 1959 Educauon Code), the recommendadon for its expuadsiwa vaoich rouu Va as-
sumuche::pedoxm:mdmu (See Appendix [)
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RECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that:

1. The present scholarship program be ex;ﬁa.nded to include addi-
tional scholarships to provide for the rapidly increasing num-
ber of qualified applicants

2. The amount of the scholarship be increased to compensate for
additional educational costs since the original stipend was es-
tablished

3. In the event a state scholarship recipient elects to attend a
junior college before entering a four-year institution, his schol-
arship be retained for him, provided his junior college record
meets the level required by the State Scholarship Commission

4. In addition to the State Scholarship Program, a new and sep-
arate bill be enacted to provide subsistence grants to recipients
of state scholarships, the amount of such grants to be based on
the financial need of the individual students, the maximum
amount being that necessary to defray expenses of room and
board at the average of such charges to the student in institu-
tionally operated student residences

5. In view of the need to divert more college graduates into teach-
ing and the need for more funds to provide fellowship assist-
ance to those in graduate training, a new State Graduate Fel-
lowship Program be established to accomplish these purposes
and to assist in making it possible for graduate schools to
operate at as mear capacity as possible

ALLOCATION OF STUDENTS AMONG INSTITUTIONS

In the section on “Modified Projections” in Chapter IV, diversion
was proposed of approximately 50,000 lower division students in 1973
from the State College System and from the University of California
to junior colleges. The means of accomplishing this transier are left
to the governing boards of the two segments. The tightened admission
standards, suggested earlier in this chapter, will help to divert many
students to the junmior colleges; so may overcrowded conditions on
state college and University campuses. Persuasive counseling might
help “sell” the merits of the junior colleges. Increased prestige of the
junior colleges can amplify their attraction. Eventually, the systems
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may have to resort to quotas and' develop methods or selection in
addition to basic admission requirements.

Within each system a similar problem must be faced. The 1973
status quo full-time enrollment projections for Long Beach, Los An-
geles, San Diego, and San Jose state colleges exceed the 20,000 limit
suggested by the Survey Team. Those for the Berkelev and Los
Angeles campuses oi the University exceed the 27,500 maximum
suggested. (See Tables 5 and 6 of Chapter IV.) Therefore, each
system must find ways to divert applicants irom one institution
to another within the same segment.

Obviously, this is a difficult and dangerous task, but it must be
faced immediately” by governing boards because some of the insti-
tutions named will be approaching their ceilings even before 1963.

If there is too long a delay, decisions may have to be made in an
atmosphere of clamor and controversy not conducive to careful and
deliberate consideration.

Organizational and procedural aspects are relatively simple. Ad-
missions offices will have to be expanded to administer any plan
more complicated than enforcement of the basic admission require-
ments. If subjective judgments are going to be made on applicants,
beyond their scholastic records and aptitude scores, then persons of
maturity—preferably with brofessional competence in teaching and
counseling—should serve as interviewers and make or recommend
the decisions. A sensible first step in preparing to meet the problem
of overcrowding would be to put on application fcrms a question
calling for second and third choices of institution in case the first
is not available.

Among the better criteria suggested for choosing those applicants
to be admitted to a particular institution, when all cannot be accom-
modated, are the following:

1. The best students should be granted their first choice. The
Technical Committee on Selection and Retention of Students
stressed the importance of giving the exceptional applicant the
privilege of choosing where he is to go.

. Continuing or re-entering students at each institution should be
given preference over new students.

. Applicants within commuting range might be chosen before
those requiring dormitory accommodations.

2

(#2]
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4. The more advanced student couid be favored over the less ad-
vanced.

The team is less favorably impressed with these possible criteria:

1. Students with extracurricuiar skills—athletic, forensic, musical,
- might be preferred.

2. Sons and daughters of alumni might be given some preference.

3. Applications might be accepted in the order in which they are
received, providing admission standards are met.

4. Choice by chance, through drawing lots, could be resorted to if
other means fail.

Each system must determine for itself how to even up the student
load. In attempting to do so, there will be some “leakage’ to other seg-
ments and—more serious in consequences—abandonment of college
plans. Insofar as possible, the Survey Team favors attempting the
redirection of applicants by positive means rather than negative.
The attractive features of smaller colleges and campuses can be
stressed. More personal instruction, a richer student life, and supe-
rior housing and parking facilities are among the common assets
that draw students to smaller institutions. Whether by conviction
or coercion, or both, the segments must divert students from over-
crowded institutions to those with unused capacity.



CHEAPTER VI

INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITIES AND
AREA NEEDS

In order to estimate the needs of California and of the several
economic areas within the state for additional capacity to accommo-
date the projected college enrollment in 1975 in the junior colleges,
the state colleges, the University of California, and the independent
colleges and universities, the Technical Committee on Institutional
Capacities and Area Needs was asked to do the following:

1.

wn

To determine the enrollment capacities of the state colleges and
university campuses when currently funded expansion is com-
pleted

. To break down by State Economic Areas the capacities of the

junior colleges, state colleges, the University, and the inde-
pendent colleges and universities

. To determine the estimated number of students in higher edu-

cation in 1975, in excess of present and currently funded capaci-
ties of the colleges and universities, by divisional levels and by
State Economic Areas

. To point up the needs of the several State Economic Areas for

new junior colleges, state colleges, and campuses of the Univer-
sity by 1975 and to establish priorities for their creation

. To set forth as accurately as possible minimum, optimum, and

maximum sizes (In terms of enrollments) for junmior colleges,
state colleges, and campuses of the University

. To appraise the current utilization oif physical plants in public

institutions oi higher education and to recommend improvement
of utilization without decreasing the eifectiveness oif instruc-
tional, research, and service programs. In addition to completing
this assignment, the Technical Committee brought up to date
the 1958 Study of Facuity Demand and Supply in California

(82]
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Higher Education, 1957-1970," ior the various segments. How-
ever, that portion of the committee’s report is covered in Chap-
ter VII.

ASSUMPTIONS

This is necessarily a status quo study and is based on the assump-
tion .that policies now in effect will remain without major modifica-
tions. The enrollment projections used are based on the assumption
that the recent and current trends in the economy of the state and
nation will continue. Obviously, any changes in this complex of
factors will affect the findings of this study. In most instances, how-
ever, the impact of such changes can be reasonably well anticipated
and adjustments made accordingly.

SourcEes oF DATa

The 148 colleges and universities included in this study are those
listed as “Institutions oi Higher Education in California” in the
1958-39 edition of the Education Directory prepared by the Office
of Education.? These include 70 junior colleges (63 public and seven
private) and technical institutes which oiffer at least two years, but
less than four years, of college-level studies beyond the twelfth grade;
25 colleges and universities which offer the bachelor’s degree only
and first professional degrees or both, and 44 colleges and universi-
ties offering the master’s or a second professional degree or both.
This latter group includes institutions oifering the customary first
graduate degree and any degree earned in the same field after the
first professional degree, or after a bachelor’s degree in the same
field. Among these institutions are nine colleges and universities that
grant the doctor of philosophy or an equivalent degree. Table 12
shows the distribution according to level of offering.

Enrollment projections used throughout the chapter were obtained
from the State Department of Finance. Most oi the other informa-
tion was obtained through a series oi questionnaires sent to the 148
colleges and universities. The degree of response is shown in Table 13.

1T. C. Haly and H. H. Semlns. A Study of Faculty Demand and Suppiy in California Higher
M19571970 Ptcpuad the Liaison Commicree of The Regents of the Universicy of
California and the California mBonnlofEdee:kgley Univerniry of California Press,

1958

Directory, 1958-1959, Pare 3, Higher Educarion. Washington, D.C.: Office of
Ednanon. a.s. Depumen: of Health, Education, and Weifare, 1959. ¢ -\vulztne from Superin-
wendenr of Docaments, U. S. Government Printng Office, Wasaingron 25, D.C.)
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TABLE 12

Institutions of Higher Educetion in California
by Highest Level of Education Offered

Level of oifering Nurnbper of institutions

Terminale oo oo ceeeceeee l 7
Bachelors. o u e ceie el 23
Master's. e eeeceecaeas | +
Doctorate. o e cecccceccacaa-- | 9*
Total institutions.oo eeeeeea ... i 143

. * All campuses of the University. of California are cuunted :ogether as one
insticution.

TABLE 13

Number of Questionnaires Sent, to What Type of Institution,
Number Returned, and Per Cent of Response

Number | Number ' Per centof
Segment sent retcurned | response
Junior colleges. .o o oo eeaea ... 70 | & i 97
State coileges o ool 13 ' 13 | 100
University of California (one per ! | i
CAMPUS) - e cccmccccecacccee 7 | 7 {100
Independent colleges and universities &4 ; 34 i 84

In addition, much valuable iniormation was received from the
California Junior College Association and faculty members of col-
leges and universities in the state. Other significant contributions
were made by the California State Department of Education, the
State Department oi Finance, the University, and the Research
Division of the National Education Association.

The present study was made under severe time restriction and
could not have been completed without great reliance on previous
studies, especially 4 Restudy ¢f the Needs of Calijornia in Higher
Education® A Study oj the Need jor Additioral Centers of Public
Higher Education in California,* and 4 Séudy of Faculty Demand
and Supply in California Higher Education, 1957-1970.°

2T. R. McConnell. T. C. Holy, and H. H. Semans. A Restudy of the Needs of California in
Higher Education. Sactamento: California State Devartment of Educaton. 1953.

¢ H. H. Semans and T. C. Holy. A Study of the Need for Additional Centers of Public Higher
Educarion in Cuiifornia. Sacramento: C.iiforniy Srate Derartment of Education. 1957.

3T. C. Holy and H. H. Semzaas. A Study of Faocuity Demand and Suppiy in California Higher

Edueation, 1957-1970. Pzepared for the [l:ison Committes of The Regents of the Universitv of
nga.lsxgomia and the California State Board of Educarion. Berkeley: Uaiversity of Cuiifornia Press.
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STUDENT CAPACITIES OF PHYSICAL PLANTS

In A Restudy of the Needs of California in Higher Education
(1953) the study of capacities was done largely by a detailed analy-
sis of the square feet of floor space in the physical plants, to which
was applied standard floor area requirements per full-time student.
In addition, detailed information was obtained on the use of all
classrooms and laboratories in each segment. On the basis of the fore-
going, new utilization standards were recommended and approved
by the two governing boards. Because of limited time a simpler
approach was necessary in this study. Each institution was asked
to report the number of students its physical plant could accom-
modate.

DELIMITATION

This study sought the following information concerning the ca-
pacities of the physical plants of the state’s colleges and universities,
both public and private, as of the time of completion of “assured”
construction—that is, construction for which financing is certain.

1. The number of students, by divisional Ievels who can be
accommodated

2. The assured capacity of temporary buildings that will be con-
tinued in use

3. The seating capacities of the libraries—crucial buxldmgs in any
institution’s educational program

Capacities are generally expressed in terms of full-time students,
i.e., undergraduates carrying 12 or more units and graduate students
who are making normal progress toward an approved goal. It is as-
sumed that part-time students, many of whom attend classes in the
late afternoon and evening hours, will continue to be accommodated
in the colleges and universities during those hours and during slack
periods in the regular day programs.

INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITIES

Each college and university in the study was asked for its student
capacities in terms of its own educational programs, policies and
plans, and as of the completion of presently assured comstructon.
The term “presently assured ‘construction” was defined in two ways:
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1. For the state colleges and the University, it was specifically
termed “funded expansion,” and was defined as any construc-
tion which has been provided funds for working drawings, or for
any stage beyond.

In this connection it should be noted that “assured construc-
tion” of the state colleges and the University includes construc-
tion for which additional appropriations are needed. The follow-
ing is a summary of unappropriated sums for these two

segments:
Segment Amounts Vet to Be Approved
- State colleges $26,443,500
University of California 40,381,140*
Total $66,824,640

"Thu sum excludes the unappropriated funds for the San Francisco campus; University
of Califomn of California, Los Angeles, Medical Center; Mt. Hamilton; and state-wide sexrvices and
on.

2. Financing the capital outlay programs of the junior colleges and
the independent institutions is somewhat more involved, since
the money comes from a variety of sources. For these institu-
tions, “assured construction” was defined as ‘“construction for
which financing is now assured.” Although this definition is a
close equivalent of that used for the state colleges and the
University, it is somewhat more restrictive.

Table 14 shows the student capacity for each segment after com-
pletion of assured construction and the per cent of increase over the
Fall, 1958, capacity.

CAPACITY IN TEMPORARY FACILITIES

A permanent building is defined as one which is to be retained
according to the long-range physical master plan of the institution,
while a temporary one is defined as one which is not to be retained.
As defined in this study, then, the “temporariness” of a building
has nothing to do with the nature of its construction, but rather
with the use to which it is to be put in the future. Table 15 shows
the per cent of student capacities which, at the time of completion
of assured construction, will be in buildings which the institutions
plan eventually to remove from service.

Applying the above total per cent to the total student capacity
shows that at the time of completion of assured construction more
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than 42,000 students wiil be in buiidings to be removed irom instruc-
tional service, thus increasing the difference between institutional
capacities and 1975 enrollment needs.

TABLE 14

Student Copacities After Completion of Assured Construction and
Per Cent Increase Over Fall, 1958, Capacities

—
Capacity after Per cent

Fail, campietion of increase over
1958, assured Fall.
Segment capacity construction 1958
éunior colleges oo .. 135,068 170,020 25.9
tate colleges. oo 43,093 *68,483 58.9
University of California_._.._._._._..... 34,156 51,500 50.8
Independent colleges and universities_.._ 60,400 71,426 18.2
Total e eceaeeaa 272,719 361,429 32.5

® This figure includes California Mardtime Academy and 2 capacity of 500 students each for
Alameds and Orange Councy State colleges.

TABLE 15

Per Cent of Instructionai Space in Temporary Buildings,
by Segment, Fail, 1958

Per cent in temporary
buildings

unior colleges | 1

tate colleges. __. .. _____.__.. ...

Univessity of California
Independent colleges and universites_ ...

2

1 NI A
~ OO

—

L b Y T

CAPACITY OF LIBRARY FACILITIES

Of the 60 public junior colleges for which library capacities were
obtained, 35, or 58 per cent will have, aiter compietion of assured
construction, at least 10 per cent as many library study stations as
capacity for full-time students. The library capacity of five of the
13 state colleges and four of the five major University oi California
campuses will be at least one-third that of the capacity for full-time
students. The American Library Association’s minimum standards
for library seating capacities vary according to the kind of institu-
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tion. For junior coileges. the Association recommends a seating ca-
pacity ot from 1O to 235 per cent, whereas, for colleges and universi-
ties, it recommends a seating capacity of at least one-third that of
the student capacity of the school.

It is difficult to draw meaningful conclusions concerning the
library capacities of the independent colleges and universities since
this group includes private junior colleges, professional schools, four-
and five-year schools, and universities offering the doctorate. The
library capacity needs of these institutions will vary considerably,
depending on the nature of the institution and its curricular empha-
sis. There is a wide variation in library capacities ranging from no
library capacity at Electronic Technical Institute, which offers only
lower division work, to 146.4 per cent of student enrollment capacity
at Claremont Graduate School. In the case of this latter institution,
no doubt the library was designed to accommodate subsequent in-
creases in student capacity.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CAPACITY
AND PROJECTED ENROLLMENTS

Table 16 contrasts the student capacities which will exist in the
colleges and universities in California at the time of completion of
assured construction with the projected 1975 graded enrollments,
i.e., those assigned to all of the three divisions—Iiower, upper, and
graduate. The enrollment projections are based on the status quo
and do not take into consideration the diversion of students to -the
junior colleges as recommended elsewhere in this report. They also
exclude the special students, that is, those not classified by divisional
levels, and enrollments projected by the two medical schools. It
will be seen from Table 16 that at the time of completion of assured
construction (the bulk of which will be complete in 1962) there will
be capacity for 361,429 studeats in ail the state’s coileges and uni-
versities, both public and private. The projected full-time graded
enrollment in 1975 is 648,630. If this is subtracted from the capacity
figure of 361,429, then the diiference, which is 287.221. is the number
of students for whom physical facilities must be provided. It should
be noted that this difference does not take into account the 42.C00
students mentioned earlier who will be in buildings scheduled for
removal {rom instructional service.
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Lest it be: forgotten, it is-again pointed out that the figures in
Table 16 are based on the assumption that the distribution of enroll-
ment in the various segments in 1975 will approximate that of 1959.
If the recommendation to divert by 1975 some 30,000 students, who
would normally be enrolled in the lower divisions of the state col-
leges and the University, to public junior colleges is implemented,
the figures presented here would be materially changed. Such a diver-
sion would change by 1975 the enrollment figures in the public junior

TABLE 16

State-wide Full-time Graded Student Capacities of California Colleges
and Universities After Assured Construction, as Compared
With Projected 1975 Full-time Enroliments !

Lower I Upper Graduate
Segment division division division Total
Public junior colleges
Projected 1975 enrollment ... 246,350 ———— ceee || 246,350
Capadity e cccceccccccccccccccccaaaa- 170,020 . —— 170,020
Difference. o oo oecccacccccaaeee- 76,330 e—me | 76,330
State colleges .
Projected 1975 enrollment_ ... ___.___ 91,750 96,300 11,950 200,000
LOF T, PT-1 RN 29,337 35,338 3,608 68,483
Difference. e e cecceecen 62,413 60,762 8,342 131,517
University of California
Projected 1975 enroilment. . ___.__._ 45,900 50,450 34,750 || *131,100
Capadty. - ccaccaaccccccmncc e 18,050 20,650 12,300 (| *51,500
Difference. e 27,850 29,800 21,950 79,600
Independent colleges and universides
Projected 1975 enroilment .. ____.__._ 34,250 25,350 11,400 i *71.200
Capacity . o cceccccccccccccmecccaccaa- 29,816 26,273 15,337 | 71,426
Difference. - ommueeommecm e aeeene 4434 —723| —5937 ! =226
State totails !
Projected 1975 earoilment. . _ao__ 418,250 172,300 §8,100 1} =648,630
U= 5 R 247,223 32,161 31,745 | 361,429
Difference . oo oo cdaecaceeeee 171,027 39,839 26,355 || 287,221

1 The projected enrollments are those of the State Department of Finance and the capacites are

furnished by the instirations.

* Exciudes 5,050 special students in the junior coileges, 2,750 in the independent colleges and

universities, 2.600 at the San Francsco campus of the University of Califormia, and 2.300 at the

es Medical Center. a tomi of 12.700. Adding :his numbper o the tomal projected 1975

Los Angel

carollment of 648,650 in this table gives 661,350, the toral given in Tables 2 and 4.
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colleges from 246,350 to 296.350, and as a resuit the ‘“difference”
figure between the capacity of assured construction and projected
earollment would change from 76,330, shown in Table 16, to 126,330.
By this diversion, however, provision for 30,000 fewer students in
state colleges and the state university will be required.

UNUSED PHYSICAL CAPACITY FOR GRADUATE
STUDENTS AT THE DOCTORAL LEVEL

Since one of the basic issues in the Survey is that of an adequate
supply of well trained college and university staffs, effort was made
to ascertain the extent of unused physical space for graduate students
at the doctoral level in the University of California and the independ-
ent colleges and universities. Each institution was asked how many
more graduate students its institution could accommodate with pres-
ent physical facilities (staff was not considered) than were served
in the fall semester, 1958. Responses from both public and private
universities indicate unused physical capacity for approximately 1,100
graduate students at the doctoral level (excluding medical and other
professional schools), with the most room in the fields of agriculture,
education, English, modern languages, and social sciences. While
the reports on additional capacity at the master’s degree level were
not conclusive, it appears that there is presently capacity for some
additional expansion at this level.

FINDINGS

1. The “assured construction capacity” of the colleges and univer-
sities of the state for full-time students is 32.5 per cent greater
than their Fall, 1958, capacity.

2. This total assured construction capacity of 361,429 students
will need to be increased by some 287,000 or 79.5 per cent by
1975 to meet the projected enrollments of 648,630 full-time
graded students in that vear. (See second footnote on Table 16
explaining the difference between this total and that in Chap-
ter IV.)

3. The assured construction capacity figure and the projected 1973
enrollment figure for all levels in the independent colleges and
universities are very close—with a difference of only 226 capac-
ity over projected enrollment. At the graduate level alone,



INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITIES AND AREA NEEDS 91

however, these institutions have an excess capacity oif 3,937
over projected 1973 graduate enrollments.

4. After assured construction is completed, a total of 11.7 per
cent or more than 42,000 students, will be in buildings sched-
uled for removal {rom instructional service.

5. After the funded construction is completed, 58 per cent of the
"public junior colleges will have at least 10 per cent as many
library study stations as capacity for full-time students, which
falls within the standard recommended by the American Library
Association.

6. Five of the 13 state colleges and four of the five major Univer-
sity of California campuses will, after completion oi funded
construction, have at least one-third (the minimum recom-
mended by the American Library Association) as many library
study stations as capacity for full-time students.

7. There is at present capacity for approximately 1,100 additional
students at the doctoral level with the most room in the fields

of agriculture, education, English, modern languages, and social
sciences.

CONCLUSIONS

1. Since practically all junior college students attend institutions
within commuting range of their homes, the capacity for junior
college students in one State Economic Area will have a very
limited effect on the need for additional junior college facilities
in other State Economic Areas. (The Technical Committee
Report shows that the total excess capacity over 1975 projected
enrollments in six of the 19 State Economic Areas wiil be 3,659.)

2. The excess of assured capacity over 1973 projected enrollments
in the independent colleges and universities at the graduate
level, in the amount of 3,937, represents available capacity pres-
ently existing which might substantially relieve the enrollment
pressures in the public institutions. The Restudy (p. 372) con-
tains this recommendation with respect to such unused capacity:

In those areas where the need for trained personnel and the number of

qualified students seeking enrollment exceeds the capacity of the currently
available facilities in pubiic institutions while under-used capacities in pri-
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vate institutions are avaiiable, [the State] contract with these institutions
for enrolling such students in their educationai programs.

Uti1zaTioN OF PHYSICAL PLANTS

In 1948 the Strayer Report,® and again in 1953 the Restudy of
the Needs of California in Higher Education,” presented detailed
analyses of plant capacity and plant utilization. In both reports spe-
cific recommendations were made and the Restudy, in particular, gave
consideration to the total problem of developing a balanced campus.
This study does not duplicate these previous analyses of space stand-
ards and room and student station use, but rather reviews these
earlier standards and recommendations to determine the extent to
which they have been implemented and the degree to which they have
been instrumental in achieving greater utilization, if such is the case.

Specifically, the purposes of this study are as follows:

1. To review existing standards of utilization as developed both by
the Strayer Report and the Restudy

2. To determine, if possible, the extent to which exxstmg standards
are being achieved

3. To recommend modifications of existing standards for both room
utilization and student station utilization where such are needed

4. To propose additional devices, techniques, and procedures which
could increase still further the utilization of both classrooms
and student stations without interfering with the educational

program.

PLANT UTILIZATION AND UTILIZATION STANDARDS

As a result of its study, the Strayer Committee in 1948 recom-
mended that an average utilization of 29 hours per week be accepted
as an attainable standard for the total instructional rooms (labora-
tory and noniaboratory combined) in estimating the capacity oi the
California state colleges and the various campuses of the University
(Strayer Report, p. 67). This recommendation was approved by both
The Regents and the State Board of Education.

¢ Monzoe E. Deursch, Aubrey A. Douglass. and George D. Serayer. A Repors or the Survey of
the Needs of Caiifornia in Higher Education. Op. ci
*T. R, McConneil, T. iloly. and H. H. aemam A Restudy of the Needs of California in
Higher Education. Op. cit.
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The Restudy recommended a standard room utiiization oi {(a)
classrooms of 36 scheduled hours per week with class enrollments,
after the first month of the term, averaging 67 per cent of room
capacity, and of (b) teaching laboratories of 24 scheduled hours per
week with class enrollments, after the first month oi the term, aver-
aging 80 per cent oi room capacity (Restudy, p. 321). Both the
State Board of Education and The Regents approved this recom-
mendation as a desirable goal.

The University is currently using both the Restudy utilization and
space standards in projecting its building needs, although it is the
studied opinion of the chief planning analyst for the University that
the utilization standards for classroom and laboratories cannot be
achieved. The experience of the state colleges has caused the Depart-
ment of Education, with the consent of the State Department of
Finance, to adopt the following utilization standards, which are a
modification of the Restudy standards. The determination of facilities
needed for the state colleges is presently based upon standards which
call for (a) an average room use of 30 hours per week with 75 per
cent student station utilization for all classrooms and seminars, (b)
an average room use of 25 hours per week with an 85 per cent stu
dent station utilization for all activity rooms, and (¢) 20 hours of
room use per week with 85 per cent utilization of student stations ior
all teaching laboratories.

In 1957 Russell and Doi ® studied the room utilization of 57 in-
stitutions maintaining programs leading to the bachelor’s or higher
degree. They found, as is generally the case, extreme ranges both in
room and student station utilization. However, even in the 10 per cent
of the 57 institutions with greatest utilization of their plants, neither
their room nor student station utilization was as high as the standards
recommended in either the Straver Report or the Restudy.

Experience in the state colleges, with their current utilization
standards shown above, indicates that while the student station utili-
zation of 85 per cent for both special activity rooms and for teach-
ing laboratories might possibly be attained, the 75 per cent utiliza-
tion of student stations in classrooms is unrealistic chiefly because
of the wide variations between the size of classes and the seating

¢ John Dale Russeil and James J. Doi. Manual for Space Utilization in Coileges and Univer-

sitigs. American Association of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers. Venasna., Wisconsin:
George Banma Co., 1957, p. 11S.
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capacity of the classrooms. Likewise, for the University campuses,
while the Restudy standard of 80 per cent student station utilization
for laboratories is a possibility, the 67 per cent student station utili-
zation standard for classrooms and seminars is excessively high
under current operational procedures.

POSSIBLE METHODS FOR INCREASING
PHYSICAL PLANT UTILIZATION

Expert opinion and judgment has been sought in an effort to deter-
mine what new practices, as well as what modifications of existing
practices, might be proposed in an effort to effect greater utilization
of physical plants. It should be noted here that better use of physical
plants is a very effective means of achieving economy. This study
indicated that the following might be the most fruitful:

1. Class or room scheduling:

a. Scheduling as many organized classes between 12:00 noon
and 5:00 p.m. as between 8:00 a.m. and 12 noon. The pre-
vailing pattern for many years has been classes at 9:00
through 11:00 a.m. on Monday, Wednesday, and Friday.

b. Scheduling three-hour classes on Tuesday, Thursday, and
Saturday morning, or three-hour classes on Tuesday and
Thursday using one and one-half hours on each of the two
days or both

c. Scheduling of resident students for evening classes, espe-
cially laboratory classes where need is great and utilization
generally low

d. Centralization of control on each campus of all instructional
spaces, particularly those spaces used by more than one
department

2. Use of electronic equipment for registration (scheduling) proce-
dures. Such equipment has been recently installed at Purdue
University and has been found to be highly satisfactory.

3. Extension of school day to include evening classes (not to be
confused with adult education programs). There are, of course,
concomitant problems of staffing, use of auxiliary facilities such
as library, cafeteria, parking, housing, and even maintenance
problems to be considered.
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4. Development of a trimester (three-term year) or the adoption
of the four-quarter system. Most school calendars now provide
for two 16- to 18-week semesters. The trimester plan would
divide the calendar year into three terms of 14 to 15 weeks each.
This plan would require only a minimum of curricular adjust-
ments, but it would have major implications in other areas.
The four-quarter system, with about 12 weeks in each quarter,
seems to have most of the advantages of the trimester plan and
fewer disadvantages. Among the institutions now using the
four-quarter plan are Stanford University, California State
Polytechnic College, University of Chicago, University of Min-
nesota, University of Oregon, University of Washington, and
Ohio State University. The crucial point is the adoption of a
system or other means which would allow an equal distribution
of students throughout the whole calendar vear and thereby
make full use of existing facilities.

S. Adoption of a uniform calendar for kindergarten through grad-
uate school. Such a calendar could greatly enhance the possibili-
ties of better utilization of physical facilities. It would provide
for maximum articulation for students at all levels with a mini-
mum of overlapping.

MODIFICATION OF EXISTING SPACE STANDARDS

In 1954 with the exception of California State Polytechnic, Chico,
and Humboldt state colleges. student dormitories were not available
to any extent on the state college campuses. However, following a
Restudy recommendation for a continuous program of residential
hall construction in the state colleges, much headway has been made.
Currently, however, the health service facilities on the state college
campuses are limited to those required for dispensary service only.
With the development of on-campus living facilities, it appears that
there should be an expansion of health services to include infirmary
care for resident students.

At the time of the Restudy report, graduate programs in the state
colleges were generally limited to teacher education and to its allied
fields. Research was considered the exclusive function of the Univer-
sity. Consequently, the recommended standard floor areas for state
colleges in the Restudy reflect these limitations. Since that study, the
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state colleges have been authorized to exrend :heir gradueate programs
and currently grant the master’'s degree in a variety of subject felds.
including the humanities, the biological and the physical sciences.
mathematics, social sciences, and occupational nelds.

Certainly these changes in the program of the state coileges ard
the addition of dormitory facilities should be recognized in the de-
velopment of space standards applied to the building program of
this segment.

FINDINGS

1. Neither the Resiudy standards of utilization now in effect for
the University of California or the lower ones subsequently
developed by the State Department of Education are, it seems,
now being achieved by the University or the state colleges.
Highest utilization, however, is achieved in metropolitan centers
where classes are scheduled late afternoons and evenings.

2. The Russell and Doi ? study of 37 institutions maintaining pro-
grams leading to the bachelor’s or higher degree found that
neither room nor student station utilization even in the 10 per
cent with highest utilization were as high as the standards
recommended in the Strayver and Restudy reports.

CONCLUSIONS
1. Because the evidence at hand indicates that neither the Restudy
standards of utilization now in effect in the University nor those
developed somewhat later by the State Department of Educa-

tion are realizable. more moderare standards should be estab-
lished.

. Two of the factors that adversely arfect the utilization of in-
structional facilities are the controls exercised by various de-
partments of instruction ovar ceriain classes and certain as-
signed space and the lack of an articulated school calendar.

~o

RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that:
1. The standard utilization of classrooms in the junior colleges.
state colleges. and the University oi Caiifornia be at the maxi-
mum practicable levels. but in no case shail [use of classrooms]

*Ichn Dale Russell and James J. Doi. Msnnai for Space Utilizastiom in Coileges and Univer-
sizzes. Op. cie.
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average less than 30 scheduled hours per week. with class en-
rollments aiter the first month oi the term averaging 60 per cent
of room capacity

. The standard room utilization of teaching laboratories in the

junior colleges, the state colleges, and the University oi Cali-
fornia be at the maximum practicable levels, but in no case
shall [use of laboratories] average less than 20 scheduled hours
per week, with class enrollments aiter the first month of the
term averaging 80 per cent of room capacity

In determining the need for instructional facilities in the junior
colleges, state colleges, and campuses of the University oi Cali-
fornia, the following factors be taken into account:

a. The two recommended standards of utilization

b. The space standards as found in Tables 33, 34, and 36 of
A Restudy of the Needs of California in Higher Education
(with such modifications as changes in the present differentia-
tion of functions among the public segments may justify)

¢. The number of FTE (full-time equivalent) students used in
projecting building requirements be limited to those to be
instructed in the day program, that is, from 8:00 a.m. to
5:00 p.m. :

In the scheduling of classes greater use be made of the late aiter-
noon and evening hours and when possible of Saturday, thereby
making the achievement of the foregoing utilization standards
easier _

The scheduling of instructional facilities be centrally controlled
on each campus with such exceptions as may be approved by the
appropriate governing board. (Examples of exceptions are the
physical facilities for medicine, law, and other areas where the
facilities are designed for highly specialized uses.)

. The co-ordinating agency (or a continuing committee on plant

problems which it might create) undertake without delay the

following studies:

a. A complete study of the current utilization in the junior col-
leges, state colleges, and the University of California [no
such study has been made since 1933-34] for the specinc
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purpose of making such modification in the- above recom-
mended standards of utilization as are justified by the find-
ings

b. The possible economic and educational gains that might be
effected by the adoption of an articulated calendar for all
segments of public higher education in Caliiornia

7. Space provisions for health services be increased to allow for
infirmary care on state college and University campuses where
dormitories are provided

8. Inasmuch as the space standards found in A Restudy of the
Needs of California in Higher Education, in Tables 33, 34, and
36, were based on the then existing functions of the state col-
leges and the University, such standards be modified where
agreed upon changes in functions require different space allo-
cations

9. In order to provide calendar arrangements that will both fit the
public school year and permit fuller use oi the state’s higher
education physical facilities:

a. Every public higher education institution and private institu-
tions, as able, offer academic programs in the summer months
of unit value equivalent to one-quarter of a year, one-half or
three-quarters of a semester

b. State funds be provided for the state colleges and the Uni-
versity of California to offer during the full summer period
academic programs on one or more of the patterns indicated
in (a) above for regular degree and credential candidates
who have met basic admission requirements

¢. The co-ordinating agency (or a continuing committee which
it might create) study during 1960 the relative merits oi
trimester and four-quarter plans for year-round use of the
physical plants of both public and private institutions, and
on the basis of that study recommend a calendar for higher
education in California

NEED FOR ADDITIONAL PuBLIC INSTITUTIONS
Through its projections and analyses, this section is designed to
point out the kinds, numbers, and sizes and approximate location ot
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public institutions of higher educadon that will be needed in Cali-
fornia to meet the needs oif its qualified students between now and
1975. More specifically, the goals are to show the following:

1. The distribution of present and future high school graduates
among the various counties and areas of the state, and the po-
tential enrollments in 1975 resulting therefrom in junior col-
leges, state colleges, and the University

2. Geographical areas not adequately provided with junior college
services

3. Geographical areas where additional state colleges will be

needed and the priority of need for such new colleges among
the various areas

4. Geographical areas where additional campuses of the Univer-
sity will be needed and the priority of need for such new cam-
puses among the various areas.

ASSUMPTIONS

There are, of course, many variables that cannot be anticipated.
Changes may occur in the economic conditions of the state and of the
nation and in the international situation; the current patterns of the
attraction of students from the various areas of the state by the
individual institutions may change; certain institutions of higher
education may be unable to accommodate all the students projected
for enrollment in them. Since the nature and extent of such changes
cannot be foretold at this time, this study assumes that policies and
conditions in all such matters will remain essentially as in 1959.

It is further assumed that, while the particular needs of localities
should not be overlooked, the general interest of the state is para-
mount. Therefore, in determining the need for additional junior col-
lege facilities, the location of new state colleges and new campuses
of the University, the following are most important:

1. The relative numbers of high school graduates, the location of
existing institutions in the various areas oi the state, and the
relation between their capacity and the estimated enrollment
in the area served by each such institution

2. The relative numbers of potential students within reasonable
commuting distance of each of the proposed sites
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3. The need to accommodate numbers of students in excess of the
capacities of the physicai plants of existing iunior coileges. siate
colleges, and campuses oif the University.

MAGNTTUDE OF THE PROBLEM

As projected, annual high school graduates, public and private.
will increase from 123,307 in 1957-38 to 341,330 in 1974-73, or an
increase of 176 per-cent.

For more than a half-century, there has been a gradual increase
in the proportion of high school graduates who ccntinue their ecu-
cation. Since there seem to be no valid reasons why this trend will
be reversed, projected freshman enrollments are expected to increase
even more rapidly than the number of high school graduates. The
number of full-time freshmen in both public and private institutions
is expected to increase from 90,054 in the Fall of 1958 to 254,730
in 1975, or 183 per cent. This means that for every freshman in
1958 there will be nearly three in 1975. As projected, full-time
freshman enrollments in the junior colleges, state colleges, and the
University will increase from 78,431 in 1958 to 235.330 in 1973, or
200 per cent.

To plan wisely the development of California state colleges and
campuses of the University and to make efficient use of public funds,
account must be taken of the present and projected geographical
distribution of the state’s high school graduates. Only by such careful
examination can there be assurance that junior colleges, state colleges,
and campuses of the University will be so located that, without undue
proliferation of institutions, a maximum number of qualified stu-
dents wiil be able to attend. This concept is in accord with Princinle 3
in A Study of the Need for Additional Centers of Public Higher
Education in Californig,'® which was approved by the two governing
boards and is stated in these words: “In order that a possible new
institution may serve the greatest number of eligible students, it
should be placed near the center of the population served by it.”

PRESENT AND FUTURE GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIEUTION
OF PUBLIC HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES

The analysis developed by the Commirtee on Institutional Capaci-
ties and Area Needs indicates that 73 per cent of all the 1957-38

0 H, H. Semans and T. C. Holy, A Siudy of the Need for Additional Centers of Public Higher
Education, Sacramento: Califormia State Department ¢f Educaton. 1957, p. vi.
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public high school graduates in the state come from State Economic
Areas A (San Francisco-Oakiand Metropoiitan Area), B (San Jose
Metropolitan Area), F (Los Angeles-Long Beach Metropolitan
Area), G (San Diego Metropoiitan Area), and H (San Bernardino-
"Riverside-Ontario Metropolitan Area). Moreover, 32 per cent, or
259,000 of all public high school graduates in 1973, according to
Department of Finance estimates, will come from these same five
State Economic Areas. |,

Actually, most of these high school graduates come from two geo-
graphically small but densely populated regions: (a) a triangle
extending from the San Fernando Valley east to Redlands and thence
south to San Diego, including portions of Los Angeles, Orange, San
Bernardino, Riverside, and San Diego counties; and (b) a slender
triangle extending northwest from Gilroy to Marin County and
northeast from Gilroy to Pittsburg, including San Francisco and por-
tions of San Mateo, Santa Clara, Alameda, Contra Costa, Solano,
and Marin counties (see Figure 3).

The largest projected rate of increase, 435 per cent, in public
high school graduates between 1957-38 and 1974-735 will be in Area B
(San Jose Metropolitan Area). Following in order are: Area H (San
Bernardino-Riverside-Ontario Metropolitan Area), 278 per cent;
Area G (San Diego Metropolitan Area), 235 per cent; Area F (Los
Angeles-Long Beach Metropolitan Area), 224 per cent; and Area C
(Sacramento Metropolitan Area), 197 per cent. (See Figure 6.)

The one area that is estimated to have fewer public high school
graduates in 1975 than in 1957-38 is Area 6 (Mladera, Kings, and
Tulare counties), which, according to projections, will decrease from
2,502 in 1957-58 to 2,300 in 1973, or 8 per cent. In fact. public high
school graduates irom the entire San Joaquin Valley—San Joaquin
County south to and including Kern County—will increase, accord-
ing to projections, by only 42 per cent during this period. and the
Sacramento Valley, excluding only the Sacramento Metropoiitan
Area, will increase by only 69 per cent. These three areas, then, are
expected to increase at a much slower rate than the 177 per cent for
the entire state.

In summary, a county-by-county analysis covering the period 1957-
58 to 1975 reveals that, with some slight changes in order, the coun-
ties having the greatest numbers of public high school graduates in
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FIGURE 5

California Regions With Highest Concentrations of
Public High School Graduates

1957-38 are those that, according to projections, will still have in
1975 the greatest numbers. It will be recalled from Figure 5 that the
two small areas shown there are expected to have an even greater
per cent of the total public high school graduates in 1975 than in
1957-58 (70 per cent in 1957-38 and 79 per cent in 1975).
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The ten counties expected to have the largest numbers of public
high school graduates in 1973, according to projections by the State
Department of Finance, together with those numbers, are: Los An-
geles, 137,000; San Diego, 22,200; Santa Clara, 21,200; Orange,
16,900; San Bernardino, 14,950; Alameda, 12,900; Sacramento,
11,600; San Mateo, 11,200; Riverside, 7,300; and Contra Costa,
6,250.

- These ten counties are expected to have a total of 261,500, or
83 per cent, of the state’s 316,050 public high school graduates in

Legend:
incromsn of 724 10 413 per come m
nwemm of 104 10 197 per come E
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FIGURE 6
Rates of Increase in High Scheol Graduates Projected Between
1958 and 1975 Among California State Economic Arsas



104 MASTER PLAN FOR HIGHER EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA

1974-73. On the other hand. the ten counties expected 0 have the
largest rates of increase in high school graduates between 1957 and
1975 are, in order, Santa Clara. Orange, San Bernardino. San Mateo.
Marin, Riverside, San Diego, Los Angeles, Sacramento, and Mon-
terey.

THE RELATIVE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL
JUNIOR COLLEGE FACILITIES

Adequately planned higher education in California must take into
account the need for adequate junior college iacilities, for in the
balanced tripartite system upon which continued excellence in the
higher education of this state depends, the junior colleges have a
paramount and indispensable role. However, for several reasons, it is
difficult to determine the priority of need for junior colleges in a
community by a review oi the State Economic Areas. Chief of these
is the local character of the junior college, in terms of both control
and service. Because oi the relatively small geographic area of serv-
ice by a junior college, analysis of a given area which may include
several counties is misleading, ior even when available data for an
area as a whole appear generally favorable, certain communities
within it may still be outside the range of effective service of any
junior college. _

Another difficulty in attempting to establish priorities for junior
colleges is that there are at least three different kinds of “need’:
first, need in terms of adequate opportunity for local students:
second, need for facilities to alleviate overcrowded state colleges and
University campuses; and third. need to accomplish the State Board
of Education’s objective of including every high school district ot
the state in a junior college district. Each of these calls fer a different
kind of analysis.

One way to measure the relative adequacy of junior college services
in each of the several State Economic Areas is to relate junicr college
enrollment to the number of students graduated annually by the high
schools in the area. The dara indicate several areas in which the
ratios oi junior college enrollments to public high schooi graduates
are considerably below the average ior the entire state and which,
therefore, appear inadequately served by junior colieges.

The two State Economic Areas with the lowest 1958 ratios between
these two factors are Area 1 (North Coastal Area), with no junior
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college enrollments, and Area 4 {Sacramento Vailey Area), with 32
junior coilege enrollments per 100 public high school graduates. Ad-
ditional junior college facilities are certainly needed in each of these
areas. The other areas revealed as relatively deficient in junior col-
lege opportunities are, in order of apparent need, Area § (Imperial
County), Area G (San Diego County), Area 9 (the Sierra Area, 17
counties), and State Economic Area B (Santa Clara County).

Since nearly all the areas listed above contain well-developed state
college or University of California facilities, or both, it may be in-
ferred that one of the major reasons for the deficiency oi junior
college opportunities has been overreliance on state-provided facili-
ties. Analysis of the relationship between the projected lower division
enrollments for 1975 and the capacity of junior college facilities aiter
all funded construction is completed confirms this inference.

For the state as a whole the current full-time capacity of 170,020
for the junior colleges after all funded construction is completed is
only 40.6 per cent oi the 1975 projected lower division enrollment
of 418,250. Even without a diversion of students from the state col-
leges and the University to the junior colleges, additional junior
college facilities must be provided for 76,330 students by 1975. (See
Table 16.) Assuming that an additional 50,000 students will be di-
verted to the junior colleges, additional capacity would have to be
provided for 126,330 junior college students. If these students were
all cared for by establishing new junior colleges (each with the
recommended optimum enrollment of 3,500), 36 new junior colleges
would have to be created by 1975.

The very low ratios of junior college capacity to projected lower
division enrollment in some of the State Economic Areas indicate
insufficient effort to provide locally financed facilities for the lower
division needs in these areas. Furthermore, the fact that these areas
in practically all cases have local state college or University facilities
or both makes it apparent that the state is being called upon to pro-
vide educational opportunity for lower division students which other
parts of the state are supporting mostly by local taxes. The areas
which demonstrate the greatest need for more junior colleges on
the basis of this comparison of junior college capacity and pro-
jected lower division enrollments are Area 1 (North Coastal Area),
Area 4 (Sacramento Valley Area), Area B (San Jose Metropolitan
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Area), and Area G (San Diego Metropoiitan Area). These, it shouid
be noted, are areas which also showed great need for additional facili-
ties on the basis of inadequate opportunity as measured by the ratio
of junior college enrollments to public high school graduates.

A recent study by the Bureau of Junior College Education of the:
California State Department of Education appraised the need for
additional junior colleges from a different point of view,!! and re-
viewed the current situation and future needs county by county. The
study takes two needs into consideration although these are not com-
pletely differentiated: one is the necessity to expand the boundaries
of existing districts in order to include as much territory and tax base
as possible in a junior college district; and the second is the necessity
to expand facilities in order to serve adequately the needs of the
student potential. Taking both of these considerations into account,
the authors of that report listed 22 areas in which actual expansion
of facilities for potential junior colleges is warranted.

POSSIBLE NEW STATE COLLEGES

Of the four new state colleges authorized by the 1957 Legislature,
two have not been established—one in Stanislaus County and the
other in the North Bay counties. (Sites for these were selected by the
State Public Works Board in December, 1959, and March, 1960,
respectively.) These colleges should be constructed without delay.
(At the joint meeting of The Regents and the State Board of Educa-
tion on April 15, 1959, approval was given to this statement: “The
new campuses already approved for the state colleges and the Univer-
sity of California should be placed in operation as soon as the fiscal
condition oi the State will permit.”)

The status quo enrollment projections and other data indicate a
need for the establishment of two additional state colleges in the im-
mediate future. These colleges should be located in Area F (the Los
Angeles-Orange Metropolitan Area) and Area H (the San Bernar-
dino-Riverside-Ontario Metropolitan Area).

A total of 97,100 full-time enrollees is projected for the state col-
leges in Los Angeles and Orange counties for 1975. Divided evenly
among the five existing colleges in the two-county area, the enroll-
ments for each would approach 20,000. In addition, each would un-

4 “The Public Junior College System: The Current Simuation and Future Needs.” Prepared bv
the Bureau of Junior College Educanon and the Bureau of School Dismet Organizadon. Sacra-
mento: California State Department of Ecucadon. November 16, 1959.
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doubtedly enroll approximately 22,000 part-time students. Such
enrollments would certainly overtax the site capacities of some of
these institutions. The problem is further increased by the fact that
the projected enrollments would not be equally distributed. The 1975
student load would fall most heavily upon Los Angeles State College
with 28,550 full-time students, Long Beach State College with 24,850
full-time students, and San Fernando Valley State College with 18,100
students.

In order to relieve the overload on these existing colleges, a new
state college is needed in the area served by the three colleges. Anal-
ysis of the projected public high school graduates in this area and of
the commuting practices of students indicates that the new college
should be located in the vicinity of the Los Angeles International
Airport. This college, together with the reduction of lower division
enrollments in the state colleges, will obviate the need for the estab-
lishment of any further colleges in this area at least before 1965.

The establishment of a new state college in the San Bernardino-
Riverside area is justified because of the large potential enrollment
in the two counties, and because the counties are not within reason-
able commuting range of any existing state college. This recom-
mended college has an enrollment potential of approximately 12,300
full-time students by 1975.

Several other areas, which might have a suifficlent potential by
1975 to warrant establishment of additional state colleges, do not
indicate the need for action now. These areas should be reviewed in
1965 and again in 1970 to determine the actual needs at those times.
The areas are listed in Recommendation 5 at the end of this chapter.

THE NEED FOR NEW CAMPUSES OF THE UNIVERSITY

This study indicates that the construction of the three new cam-
puses of the University of California authorized by The Regents in
1957 in (a) the San Diego-La Jolla Area, (b) the Southeast Los
Angeles-Orange County Area, and (c¢) the South Central Coastal
Section (Santa Clara-San Mateo-Santa Cruz-San Benito-Monterey
counties) should be started not later than 1962 in order to provide for
estimated enrollments in the areas they will serve.

The Berkeley Campus of the University of California. The status
gquo University enroilment projections for the Berkeley campus of
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the University in 1973 is 43.930 {ull-time siudents. Therefore. if
the proposed maximum enroilment of 27,230 s 10 bDe maintained.
approximately 16,000 potential students ior the DBerkelev campus
need to be accommodared :lsewhere by 1975. Some reiier siould
come from the diversion of lower division students ro the iumior
colleges, proposed in Chapter I of this report. A partial solution
might be for the Davis campus to be developed to accommodate an
enrollment of about 15,000. Undoubtedly, a portion of the 16,000
students will be accommodated by the new campus of the University
of California in Area B (San Jose Metropolitan Area). An additional
aid in caring for them would be the establishment of branch installa-
tions in specialized fields of study, such as instruction in science at
Livermore. (These would be similar to the off-campus centers for
teacher education now operated by certain of the state colleges.)

Los Angeles-Long Beach Metropolitan Arca. The projected Uni-
versity of California enrollment for the Los Angeles-Long Beach
Metropolitan Area in 1975 is 52,350 students. Of these 335,600 are
projected for the Los Angeles campus and 16,950 for the proposed
Southeast Los Angeles-Orange County campus. To keep the Los
Angeles campus enroilment at 27,500 requires diverting some 8,000
of these potential students to other campuses. The Southeast Los
Angeles-Orange County campus, the La Jolla campus, the Riverside
campus, and the Santa Barbara campus can probablv accommodate
a large portion of this excess.

Because of rapidly changing conditions in the state, it is impor-
tant that, in the case of the University as well as for the state col-
leges, studies be made in 1963, and again in 1970, of the need for
additional university facilities in the San Joaquin Valley and the
Los Angeles area and in other parts of the state. These studies should
give special consideration to the following:

1. The extent to which the difference between the 1975 projected
University enrollment for the area and the maximum capacity
at Los Angeles can be cared for by the new Southeast Los An-
geles-Orange County campus

2. The extent to which some of these potential studeats may be
diverted to the campuses at La Jolla, Riverside, and Santa
Barbara
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. The establishment of branch installations in specialized felds

of study from existing campuses in this area similar to those
mentioned in connection with the Berkeley campus

FINDINGS-

L.

2.

Graduates from California high schools, public and private,
will increase from 123,807 in 1957-58 to 341,350 in 1974-75,
or 176 per cent; graduates from public high schools only will

increase during the same period from 114,107 to 316,050, or
177 per cent.

If nothing is done to modify projected rates of growth, between
1958 and 1975 full-time freshman enrollments in the junior
colleges will increase by 135 per cent, in the state colleges by
330 per cent, in the University by 227 per cent, and in the
independent colleges and universities by 65 per cent.

Between 1958 and 1975 graduate enrollments in the state col-
leges will increase by 346 per cent, in the University by 207

per cent, and in the independent colleges and universities by
72 per cent.

Again between 1958 and 1975 enrollments are expected to in-
crease somewhat more rapidly in the lower division than in the
upper and graduate divisions in both the state colleges and the
University. (This is based on the status gquo projections and

. does not take into account the plan to divert lower division

students from the state colleges and the Umversxty as recom-
mended elsewhere in this report.)

Altogether 73 per cent of all the 1957-58 public high school
graduates of the state came from five State Economic Areas
with population concentrated in: (a) a triangle extending from
the San Fernmando Valley east to Redlands and thence south to
San Diego; and (b) a slender triangle extending from Gilroy
northwest to Marin County and (again from Gilroy) north to
Pittsburg. Furthermore, in 1973, 82 per cent of all pubiic high
school graduates in the state will come irom the same five State
Economic Areas.

6. The ten counties expected to have the largest numbers of public

high school graduates in 1975 are: Los Angeles, 137,000; San
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Diego, 22,200; Santa Clara, 21,200; Orange, 16,900; San Ber-
nardino; 14,950; Alameda, 12,900; Sacramento, 11,600; San
Mateo, 11,200; Riverside, 7,300; and Contra Costa, 6,250.

The ten counties with the largest projected rates of increase
in public high school graduates between 1957-38 and 1975 are
in order: Santa Clara, 435 per cent; Orange, 349 per cent; San
Bernardino, 289 per cent; San Mateo, 277 per cent; Marin,
274 per cent; Riverside, 258 per cent; San Diego, 2335 per cent;
Los Angeles, 214 per cent; Sacramento, 197 per cent; and
Monterey, 197 per cent.

The two State Economic Areas with the lowest current (1958)
ratios of jumior college enrollments to public high school grad-
uates are Areas 1 and 4 (See Chapter IV for description of
these areas). In these areas, Humboldt State College and Chico
State College perform limited junior college functions at state

expense.
Even without any planned diversion oi lower division students
from the state colleges and the University to the junior col-
leges, additional junior college facilities will be needed for
76,330 students by 1975.

Analyses [used in the report] indicate that the greatest need
for additional junior college facilities exists in areas contain-
ing state colleges and University campuses.

To provide junior college services to areas not now adequately
served requires the establishing of at least 22 new junior col-
leges in various areas of the state between now and 1975.

Status quo full-time state college enrollments in 1973 will range
widely from college to college—irom 2,350 in Stanislaus and
2,500 in the North Bay counties, to 20,150 in San Diego, 24,850
in Long Beach, 24,900 in San Jose, and 28,550 in Los Angeles
State.

A total of 97,100 full-time enrollments in the state colleges of
Area F (Los Angeles-Orange Counties) is projected for 1975.
Divided evenly among the existing five colleges (including one,
currently a small, specialized agricultural and technical insti-
tution, i.e., San Dimas Branch of California State Polytechnic
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College), the enroilments at each wouid approacn 20,000 {uil-
time students.

14, By 1963 the fuil-time enrollment at Berkeiey wiil aave gready
exceeded and that at the Los Angeles campus will bave approxi-
mateiy equalled the recommended maximum full-time enroll-
ment of 27,500. |

RECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that:

1. With respect to the establishment of new state colleges and
campuses oi the University, the governing boards reaifirm
their action taken in joint session on April 135, 1959, to the effect
that “no new State Colleges or campuses of the University,
other than those already approved, shall be established until
adequate Junior College facilities have been provided, the deter-
mination of adequacy to be based on studies made under the
direction of the Liaison Committee oi the State Board of Edu-
cation and The Regents of the University of California . . .”
with the further provision that the new state colleges and cam-
puses of the University established by action of the Legislature
in 1957, and by action of The Regents, also in 1957, be limited
to upper division and graduate work until such time as ade-
quate junior college opportunities are provxded for the primary
area served by these institutions.

2. The f{ollowing full-time enrollment ranges be observed for
existing institutions, for those authorized but not yet established,
and for those later established.

Type of institution Winimum* Optimum Maximum
Junior colleges 400 3,500 6,000*
State colleges:

In densely populated areas

In metropolitan centers —........ R $.000 10.000 20.000
Outside metropoiitan centers ... ...—.. 3.000 3,000 12.000
University of California campuses® _.. 3,000 12,500 27,300

3. The state give encouragement to making junior college iacilities
available for the school districts not now adequately served

L These are 0 De artained wichin seven (o ten years arter students are &rsc admitted.
*The minimum &gure for the University issumes graduate work in basic discpiines and
one or more professional scioois.

* This maximum mught be exceeded in denseiy populated areas in metropoiitan centers.
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either through tne estabiishment of aew junior coileges or by
making them a part of districts now served by junior colleges.

Evidence at hand indicates there is need for new junior coileges
in the following school districts:

1975 Full-time
School districts to be inciuded ! County enrollmens 3
San Diego City Unif. (additional campuses) . San Diego —____ 6,500
Los Angeles J.C.{additional campus) Los Angeles _____ 6,000
Albhambra H.S., El Monte U.H.S., and Montebello Unif.___ Los Angeles ..____. 5,000
Hayward U.H.S., Washington U.H.S., and San Leandro Unif. Alameda — . 5,000
Whictier U.H.S. Los Angeles . 5,000
Sequoia U.H.S. and Pescadero U.H.S San Mateo —______ 3,000
Ansheim U.H.S Orang® oo 2,500
. Campbell U.H.S., Live Oak U.H.S., and Santa Clara U.H.S. Sanma Clara —_____ 2,500
San Maweo J.C. (additional campuses) San Mateo —— 2,500
Oxnard U.H.S. Moorpark Memorial U.H.S., Santa Paula
U.HS., Fillmore U.H.S., and Simi Vailey Unife.. ___ Ventura —— 2,500
Sweetwacter I.H.S. and Coronado Unif. San Diego 2,500
Grosmont U.H.S. and Mountain Empire Unif. San Diego —— 2,250
Conta Costa J.C. (addidonal campuses Antioch and Moraga) Conexa Costa 2,250
Foothill J.C. (additional campus) Santa Clara . 2,000
Albany City Unif., Berkeley City Unif., and Emeryville Unif. Alameda — . 1,500
All unified and high school districts in Merced and Madera
counties Merced-Madera —__ 1,500
Burbank Unif, Los Angeles 1,250
San Luis Obispo (county unit) San Luis Obispo_ 1,000
Unified and high school districts in East Kem spd Inyo
counties . East-Kem-Inyo . 950
Victor Valley U.H.S San Bernardino 530
Baozow J.C. San Bernardino — 400
Total—22 colleges 36,650

1Abh:uvinn'm: H.S.—high school, U.H.S.—union high school, Unif.—unified, J.C.—junior
cgec.

31975 enroliments have been substituted for the 1970 enrollments which appeared in the original
list approved by the Joinc Boards. The arrangement of this iist in descending order of earoil-

ment 15 not intended to indicate urgency of need in the same order.

4. New state colleges, in addition to those aiready authorized, be
established and in operation 4y 1965 in the following areas and
in descending order of estimated enrollment potential:

Estimared 1975 Fuil-time

Approximate Location Enroilment Potentiai
In the vicinity of the Los Angeles
International Airport 19,900

In the San Bernardino-Riverside vicinity
(vicinity of Riaito) 12.300
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Although it is believed that these two institutions shouid e
master planned for an ultimate capacity of 20,000, the Survey
Team recommends that the 1975 enroilment be heid to 10,000
and 8,000, respectively.

. In 1965 and again in 1970, ii applicabie, and before considering

the need for new state colleges in any other areas of the state,
careful studies be made by the co-ordinating agency of the fol-
lowing State Economic Areas to determine the actual need for
new state colleges that exists at the time each study is made.

State Economsic
Area

F Los Angeles-Long Beach Metropolitan Area, Griffith Park-
Glendale vicinity

San Francisco-Oakland Metropolitan Area, vicinity of Red-
wood City

San Francisco-Oakiand Metropolitan Area, Contra Costa
County

Bakersfield Metropolitan Area, Kern County
South Coastal Area, Ventura County

wH » >

. The three new campuses approved by The Regents in 1957—

(a) San Diego-La Jolla Area, (b) Southeast Los Angeles-Orange
County Area, and (c) the South Central Coastal Area (Santa
Clara, San Mateo, Santa Cruz, San Benito, and Monterey
Counties)—be completed without delay and in any event con-
struction to be started not later than 1962.

It is further recommended that the campus in each of the
following locations be planned for 1973 enrollments as follows:

San Diego-La Jolla 7.300
Southeast Los Angeles-Orange County 12,500
South Central Coast 10.000

. Inasmuch as the estimated enrollment potential of the Berkeley

campus of the University is 43,950 for 1975 (as compared
with a maximum enrollment of 27,500 as recommended in 2
above for a University campus), the co-ordinating agency
undertake appropriate studies of how best to accommodate the
difference between these figures (approximateiy 16,000), such
steps to include careful study of these possibilities:

a. Diversion of some of these potential students particularly to
the Davis campus and the new South Central Coast campus
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b. The accommodation of the remaining part of the diiference
(i.e., 16.000 iess the impact oi {a) above througn the estab-
lishment of branch installations from ecxisting campuses in
specialized fields of study such as instruction in science at
Livermore. (These would be similar to the of-campus centers
for teacher education now operated by certain of the state
colleges.)

. In 1965 and again where applicable in 1970, and before con-

sidering the need for new University facilities in any other areas
of the state, careful studies be made by the co-ordinating agency
of the need for additional University facilities in the San
Joaquin Valley and the Los Angeles area. In the latter area spe-
cial consideration should be given as to how the ditfference
between the 1973 estimates of potential University enrollment
of 52,550 and the 27,500 maximum for the University of Cali-
fornia, Los Angeles campus (some 25,000 students) can best be
accommodated. Such consideration should include the following:

a. To what extent will this difference be cared for by the new
Southeast Los Angeles-Orange County campus, and to what
extent could these potential students be diverted to the La
Jolla, Riverside, and Santa Barbara campuses?

b. Will there be a need for the establishment of branch installa-
tions in specialized fields of study from existing campuses in
this area similar to that included in Racommendation 7b?

. Because the University, among the publicly supported institu-

tions in California, has the sole responsibility for the prepara-
tion for protfessions such as architecture. dentistry, law, librar-
ianship (graduate), medicine, optometry, pharmacy, public
health, and veterinary medicine, periodic studies be made of the
relation oi supply to demand, particularly in fields where there
seem likely to be shortages, such as medicine and pharmacy, for
the purpose of determining what sieps the University should
take to meet its responsibilities in these proiessionai delds.
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FACULTY DEMAND AND SUPPLY

The availability of faculty is a necessary consideration to assessing
the capacity of present or future institutions to oifer educational
programs. Buildings and equipment are essential, but without teachers
they are useless.

Fortunately, the Joint Staff of the Liaison Committee undertook
a study of faculty demand and supply, which was published in 1958.
Recommendation 6 on page 75 of that study, which was approved
by both the State Board of Education and The Regents states in
part:

Inasmuch as more complete and adequate data may change the estimates
of staff needs and better disclose the sources from which these needs wiil be
met, the results of this study be re-examined in 1960, such re-examination to
pay particular attention to the output of doctor’s degree holders by California
institutions in relation to the needs of the State. . . .

BAckGRrOUND, SCOPE, AND METHODS
The staif assigned to the present study of facuity demand and
supply has used the earlier study as a base, has updated the essential
data with regard to more recent projections of enrollment, and has
introduced other data not available in 1957 and 1958.

DELIMITATION OF THE STUDY

This is a status quo study. Its predictions are based upon condi-
tions and policies in the various segments of public higher education
and present treads of supply in effect in 1958 and 19359. Furthermore,
it is limited to post-high school educational institutions including
junior colleges, state colleges, the University of California, and inde-
pendent colleges and universities.

BASIC QUESTIONS

The basic questions that will be considered in the study are simiiar

to those raised in the eariier study. As adapted from that study, they
are as follows:

!Joint Sead for zhe Liaison Commirttee. A Study of Faculty Demand and Suppiv in Cuiiforma
Higher Educasion, 1957-70. Berkeiey: Unuversity of Caiiformia Press. 1958.

C115 ]

.
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How many new staf members are estimated 0 De needed by
1975 by the jumior colleges, state colleges. the University, and
independent colleges and universities in the state?

What are the characteristics of facuity at the time of first ap-
pointment with respect to the highest degree held, the occupa-
tion from which recruited, and the institutions from which the
doctorate was received?

What is the probable supply that can be expected to be available
nationally and from California institutions?

Which subject-matter fields have oversupply, balance, or under-
supply as of the present time?

What are the possibilities of meeting the demands up to 1975
from the probable available supply?

ASSUMPTIONS

The results of such a study as this are only as valid as the assump-
tions upon which the study is based. Projecting many variable fac-
tors up to 1975 requires the acceptance of many assumptions; more
will be said about these later in this report. However, the more gen-
eral ones are presented here: '

1.

Sl o

[9]]
°

~1

Higher education enrollment predictions for California will be
accurate and dependable.

General educational policies will remain stable.
Facilities will be available as needed.
Ratios of staff to students will remain as in 1958.

Stafi replacement for separations—resignations. retirement,
death, and other causes—will be about as in the past (4.5 per
cent for the jumior colleges, 6.0 per cent for the state colleges,
4.2 per cent for the University and 6.0 per cent for independent
colleges).

. Production of graduate degrees will continue in coniormity with

presently reported institutional plans.

. The same per cent of the holders of California-produced grad-

uate degrees will enter college teaching in California.
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3. The proporuon of faculty availabie from a deferred suppiy
(those who enter teaching i{rom other kinds of empioyment)
will remain constant.

9. Approximately the same per cent of holders of master’s and
doctoral degrees will be appointed to the faculty posts of the
various segments oi higher education as has been the case in
recent years.

In the case of certain of the foregoing assumptions, particularly
7 and 8, the Survey Team is convinced (and later makes recom-
mendations regarding them) that these will not materialize unless
salaries and fringe benefits for staff members in public institutions
of higher education in California are substantially increased. Persons
recruiting faculty from institutions outside California since 1957
have found that salaries have been increasing more rapidly in those
institutions than in California. Furthermore, the wide differences
between the salaries in educational institutions and those in industry,
from which the “deferred supply” comes in part, are well known.

Another concern particularly of the state colleges is with the
assumption that ‘“‘the same per cent of holders of master’s and doctoral
degrees will be appointed to the faculty posts of the various segments
of higher education as has been the case in recent vears.” The facts
are these: the per cent of doctorates among new full-time state col-
lege faculty appointees for the years 1954-38 averaged 40.2 per cent
as compared with 70.0 per cent of such full-time regular appointees
during that same period in the University. However, it should be
noted the per cent oi the new regular full-time appointees to the
state colleges with the doctorate declined from 43.9 per cent in 1950
to 37.3 per cent in 1958. For the same period this decline in the
University was 3.0 per cent. Although during this same period, the
proportion of the total regular full-time state college staff with the
doctorate increased somewhat, this merely redected the necessity
faced by the state colleges of hiring people without the doctorate,
with the hope, sometimes realized and sometimes not, that they would
achieve it after joining the facuity. It seems clear, however, that the
state colleges with the largest proportion of doctorates on their staifs
(Long Beach, 68.3 per cent; San Diego, 63.8 per cent: Sacra-
mento, 54.9 per cent; and San Fernando, 52.0 per cent) cannot long
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continue :0 maintain those proportions if the present ratio of Joc-
torates to nondocrorates among newiy recruited facuity is not snarpiy
increased.

As is pointed out in other sections of this report, the similarities in
curricula between the University and the state colleges are just as
important as their diiferences and, except for fuil-time research per-
sonnel employed by the University, the liberal arts faculties of the
‘University and state colleges are similar in recruitment sources.

Whatever the data studies indicate, one must keep in mind that
the shortage of college teachers is one of the most critical shortages
facing the United States today, and California, because of its rapid
population growth, must have a recruitment climate which will not
only compare favorably with that of other states, but will take into
account the fact that California must recruit in excess of 30,000 new
faculty members for its colleges and universities in the next 17 years.
Moreover, the question here involves more than mere numbers; it is
difficult to think of any proiession in which the problem of quality
maintenance is as important as it is in the college teaching profession.

SOURCES OF DATA
The basic data used in this study came from the following sources:

1. Faculty characteristics material for the years prior to 1957-58
from Faculty Demand and Supply in California Higher Educa-
tion, 1957-1970.

2. Characteristics of newly appointed faculty for the various seg-
ments of higher education in California (especially the junior
colleges and independent colleges) and the per cent of holders
of California-produced doctorates entering college teaching
from material collected for the National Education Association
study, Teacher Supplv and Demand in Universities, Colleges,
and Junior Colleges, 1957-58 and 1958-59. (Natonal Educa-
tion Association Research Report 1959-R-10.)

3. Number and distribution of graduate degrees awarded in Cali-
fornia, by field and institution irom Earned Degrees Conferred
by Higher Educational Inscitutions, 1950-57, and Earned De-
grees Conjerred by Higher Educational Institutions, 1957-58.
(U .S. Office of Education Circulars 527 and 370)
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4. Characteristics ot newly appointed iacuity for the state coileges
and the University irom the records oi the Personnei Office of
the State Department ot Education and the oio-bibliograpnicai
records of the University of California. respectively

5. Darta regarding opinions on the relationship of demand and sup-
ply for various subject-matter fields from an opinionnaire sent
to placement oificers who are members of the National Institu-
tional Teacher Placement Association and are in institutions
preparing graduates for college teaching

6. Information regarding expansion of junior college credential
programs irom the directors of teacher education of California
colleges and universities

7. Data pertaining to the number of graduate degree holders
placed in college teaching within and without the state from the
placement officers of California colleges and universities grant-
ing master’s and doctoral degrees

8. Projections of the number of doctoral degrees to be awarded by
California institutions by field from 1959 to 1973 from a ques-
tionnaire sent to the heads of departments of the colleges and
universities in California granting such graduate degrees

9. Enrollment estimates for all segments of higher education as
developed by the State Department oif Finance

EsTMATES oF DEMAND FOR NEW FacurLTY M EMBERS

The first step in the development of this analysis of the relation-
ship between the need for faculty in higher education and the prob-
able supply for 1959-1975 was obviously the determination of de-
mand for such faculty. How that determination was made is ex-
plained below.

PROCEDURE

The faculty demand by subject area and segment of higher educa-
tion for the period 1959-1975 was derived in the following manner:
1. The present rull-time enrollment (students carrying 12 or more
units) in each segment was divided by the number of fuil-time
faculty members (those employed for more than 31 per cent ot
their time) to establish the current iaculty-student ratios. (| Full-
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time students and {acuity have been used throughout this study
rather than full-time equivaients because of avaiiapility of data
and comparability with probable supply of staf as later estu-
mated. )

2. These ratios were then applied to the projections of full-time
enrollment for each year to 1975 to determine the total staif
needs for each segment. The number of new staif needed each
year to meet the increased enrollment was then obtained by
subtracting the total staff projected for each year from that
projected for each subsequent year.

3. The total faculty needed for each year was then obtained by
adding to the figures indicated in item 2 the number of new
‘faculty needed to replace losses from retirement, death, resig-
nation, and other causes within the total faculty of each prior
year.

ESTIMATED FACULTY DEMAND

Enrollment estimates were developed for 1960, 1963, 1970, and
1975 by the State Department of Finance. The figures for the inter-
vening years were interpolated by using straight-line projections.

Part 4 of Table 17 gives the actual and projected fuil-time enroll-
ments and the total regularly appointed full-time faculty needed for
the various segments of higher education at various periods for the
years, 1958-75. Part B sets forth the number of new faculty needed
during each of these periods to maintain existing student-iacuity
ratios and to replace the losses due to attrition during the period.

Table 17 shows that in 1973 a total full-time faculty of 44,392 will
be required to meet the instructional load of a2 projected enrollment
of 661,350 full-time students in California’s public and private in-
stitutions of higher education. Between 1959 and 1975 a total of
54,424 new full-ume faculty members must be trained and recruited
to meet this estimated demand. Regardless oi changes that may occur
in the student-faculty ratios. in the replacement percentages. in the
enroilment projections, or in the distribution oif starf among various
subject fields, appreciable change in the magnitude of the numbers
given in Table 17 does not seem likely.

However, since this is a status gquo study, the enrollment projec-
tions used to estimate the probable demand for stai do not take into
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TABLE 17

Total Fuil-time Facuity Required for Projected Full-time Status Quo Cnroilments,
and New Faculty Needed for Replacement and Enrocilment Growth, by
Segments, and by Intervals, 1959-1975

121

| Univenity IndependaJ
Year Junior State of colleges and|
(Fall) Category I colleges l coileges l California univerlities! Torals
Part A. Total Full-time Faculty Required at Selected Years

1958 ... Full-time faculty . ... 4657 | 3282 3540 36381 15117
Full-time enrollment...| 91,162 44679 | 43,101 46,824 if 225,766
1960...... Full-time facuity...... 5,876 4309 | 4,131 4,051 i 18,367
. Full-time enrollmenc...| 115,750 58,600 50,400 51,850 | 276,600
1965 ... Full-time faculty- ... 8254 | 7m7| €311 amoll 27012
Full-time enrollment...| 162,600 | 104,950 77,000 60,550 | 405,100
1970...... Full-time faculty_._... 10,416 | 11,333 8,693 5,344 | 36,008
Full-time enrollment...| 205,200 | 157,150 | 106,050 68,400 i 536,300
1975.....- Full-time faculty...... 12,761 14706 | 11,148 5,777 1f 44,392
Full-time enrollmear._.| 251,400 | 200,000 { 136,000 | 73,950 i| 661,350

i

Part B. New Full-time Faculty Needed 1o Meet Part A Requirements

i :
195960 .| New faculty needed__..| 1,685 | 1452| 898 843! 4,878
Average per vear._.... 842 726 l 449 422, 2,439
1961-65...| New faculty needed....! 3,913 5108 | 3,231 . 1,975 14,227
Average per year__.... 783 1,022 646 395 || 2,345

( !
1966-70...] New facuity needed._..! 4,213 6613 1 2907 2,106 | 16.839
Average per year_..... 843 1,323 I 781 421 3,368
1971-75.__| New faculty needed——..| 4900 | 6995 | 4497 | 2,088 13.480
Average per year._.... 980 1,399 l 899 418 3,696
1959-75. .. Total new faculty.._._ 14,711 20,168 l 12,335 7,012 | 34,424
Average per year. _._.. 865 1,186 : 737 | 4127 3,201

Part C. Student-Facuity Ratios and Replacement Percentages Used

1 1l

‘ Student-Faculty ratios..  19.7 l 36l 122l w2l .
| i |

i Replacement per ccnt.-é .51 6.0 | +.2 §.0! ...
i i i

account the establishment of any coileges or universities other than
those currently in operation or aiready authorized. Since the opening
of a new college taps a new potential supply of students, the acu-
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vating of new junior colleges by local action, the approval of addi-
tional new state coileges and campuses of the University, or the estab-
lishment of new independent colleges wiil increase the demand :or
faculty.

Obviously, thereifore. administrators, board members, legisiators,
and all others concerned with the future of California’s institutions of
higher education—and the students they serve—have a formidable
task in obtaining qualified faculty members to meet the dimensions
of the demand situation presented in this report.

CERTAIN CHARACTERISTICS OF FACULTY APPOINTEES
IN HIGHER EDUCATION

To relate faculty demand and supply for California institutions,
information is needed on the characteristics of new staff members
appointed to fill the vacancies in the various segments of higher
education. This information falls into two categories: the first dis-
covers the sources of supply from which these appointees have come,
and the second gives the type of preparation that has been required
in recent years. Wherever possible, information on new appointees
has been collected for the years 1954-1958. The characteristics that
directly affect the computation of net demand and actual supply will
be presented and briefly discussed here.

ORIGIN OF APPOINTEES BY PLACE OF TRAINING

The previous study of faculty demand and suppiy used the place
of residence at time of appointment in determining the proportions
of new staif obtained in-state and out-oi-state respectively.’

During the preparadon of this study, however, the fact became
apparent that the geographical location of the institutions from which
the highest degrees of the appointees were obtained was a more per-
tinent factor in the probiem at hand than the one used in the earlier
study. Location data, which were available for the years 1957-38 and
1958-59 only, showed that 52.6 per cent of the new {ull-time staif
of the state colleges appointed in those years received their degrees
from institutions outside of California and that 76.2 per cent of the
full-time appointees oi the University came from this category. The

2 Joint Staff for the Liaison Committee, A Study of Facuity Demand and Supply in Califormia
Higher Education, 1957-70, op. cx., Tables 11 and 16, pp. 28 and 332.
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equivalent proportion of the new staif of the junior coileges for these
two years is 32.5 per cent.

OCCUPATIONAL SOURCE OF APPOINTEES

As might be expected, the great majority (over 80 per cent) of
the appointees to the faculties oi the junmior colleges, the state col-

leges, and the University came irom teaching, research, and direct
from graduate schools. The relative conuribution of these three
sources in each of the three segments for the five-year period, 1954-
58, varies considerably, however, with teaching accounting for 70
per cent of the junior colleges, 63 per cent of the state coileges, and
only 37 per cent of the University totals. In all three segments, a
considerable proportion of the new faculty came from sources that
constitute a “deferred supply,” that is, fields other than college teach-
ing. In the junior colleges this proportion is exceptionally large be-
cause of the dependence upon high school and elementary teachers
as a source of supply.

TYPE OF PREPARATION

The kinds of degrees held at time of appointment give needed in-
formation about the approximate demand for graduates with the doc-
toral, master, and other degrees. During the period 1934-38, for the
state colleges the average per cent of new full-time appointees hold-
ing the doctorate was 40.2; for the University the figure was 70 per
cent. The figure for the University varied only 3 per ceat during this
same period, with the high in 1955 and the low in 1956. The state
colleges have shown a greater variation, with a high of 43.9 per cent
in 1955 and a steady decrease to a low of 37.3 per cent in 1958.

Completely comparable data for the junior colleges were not avail-
able. However, number and per cent by level oi preparation of that
segment’s new staifi appointed in 1957-58 and 1958-39 were obtained.
As would be expected, a much lower proportion (9.2 per cent) of the
junior college faculty held the doctorate at the time of appointment
than did the faculty of any other segment.®* This per cent, however,
is much above the comparabie national figure for junior colleges (7.4

8 For the year 1959-60 the per cent of aew academic :upom’menu with :he doctorate n 39

junior coileges was sevem per .ent. (Study 5y Oscar ii. Edinger, jr., Premudent, Mt San Antomio
Tunior Callege, Pomona, Califorma.}
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per cent) * and the 1938-39 agure for California junior coileges is up
almost 5 per cent above that ior 1957-33.

The independent colleges and universities have not been dealt with
in any detail here because of a lack of comparable data. However,
an opportunity was given to check some of the characteristics of the
new faculty of this segment and to compare them with the appointees
to the facuities of the other three segments. This opportunity was
made possible through the availability of data collected for the Na-
tional Education Association Teacher Supply and Demand Study.
The use of these data for comparison has led to the conclusion that,
in general, the characteristics of the new faculty of these independent
colleges and universities, taken as a group, approximate those of the
appointees to the staifs of the state colleges and the University.

EstmMaTES oF NET Facurty DEMAND AND SUPPLY

To translate the total demand for new faculty presented in Table
17 into a figure that can be related to the potential supply produced
within California, the data on faculty characteristics must be used to
compute the “net” demand for California-trained graduates by the
type of degree needed.

NET DEMAND FOR CALIFORNIA-TRAINED COLLEGE ‘fEACHERS

The method used in arriving at the net demand figure for Cali-
fornia-trained college teachers was to deduct irom the total need for
each segment the proportion oi the demand that has been obtained in
the past from persons trained outside California. This in-state demand
figure was then reduced by the proportion that experience indicates
can be expected to be recruited from a “deferred” supply. (The de-
ferred supply is composed oi those trained in California who do not
go into college teaching immediately upon receipt of their degrees,
but who later come into the teacher-supply pool.) After the net de-
mand has been obtained for each segment, the proportions that have
in the period 1954 through 1958 possessed each type of degree are
then obtained to determine the demand for these various tvpes of
preparation.

¢ Teacher Supply and Demand in Universities. Colleges and Jumior Colleges. [957-58 and
{353-59. gfashxncwn. D.C.. Naoonai Educaton Assocanon - Researcn Reporr .959-R10), June,
» Pe 33,
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Invoived in this procedure are three criticai assumptions:

1. That in the future the same proportion of California’s needs
will continue to be met from a supply trained outside the state.
As noted earlier the Survey Team is convinced that this propor-
tion of staff from outside the state will not continue unless sub-
stantial salary increases and “fringe benefits,” as indicated in
recommendation 3 of this chapter, are provided promptly.

2. That the state will continue to be able to recruit the same pro-
portion of its new stafi from business, industry, research, gov-
ernment, and miscellaneous fields

3. That the new staif appointees in the various segments will con-
tinue to have the same level oi preparation as in the five-year
period 1954 through 1958. (The state colleges believe that the
1954-38 level of staff preparation must be raised substantially
if these institutions are to provide in the future the quality of
instruction and service that the state has the right to expect
of them.)

The analysis that follows is valid only to the extent that these as-
sumptions prove correct.

Table 18 presents a projection of this net demand for 1959-1973
using the data on faculty characteristics mentioned earlier in this
chapter. Since comparable data for the independent colleges and uni-
versities were not available, the method used in the previous study
of accepting faculty characteristic percentages halfway berween those
for the state colleges and the University has been followed for that
segment.

As an example, Table 18 shows that the total demand ifor 20,168
new faculty members for the state colleges during the next 17 years
is reduced to a total net demand of 2,882 persons who receive the
doctorate from California institutions and go directly into teaching
in the state. This net figure is obtained by assuming that 10.689 (33
per cent of the 20,168) of the total need will be trained outside the
state, that 2,275 will be recruited from a “deferred” supply, and that
only 40 per cent of the 7,204 net supply to be obtained ifrom Cali-
fornia institutions will need to have the doctorate.

On the same basis of computation. the total demand of 54.424 new
staff members for all segments oi higher education is reduced to a
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TABLE 18

Estimated Net Direct Demand for Doctor’s, Master's and Other Degree Recipients from California Institutions
Needed 10 Staff California Higher Education Institutions, 1959-75 !

Supply by geographic source of degree California degree holdess needed by the type of supply

() 2) 3) 4) () 6) ) 8) )
Net dircct supply needed fram Califosnia’s schoulst
Delerred - VT
Out of state In-state supply? Toval® Doctor's Master's Ohies
Scgment of higher Toal Per Per Per Per Per Pes Ve
education demand || cent | Number] cent | Number]] cent | Number|] cent | Number[j cent | Number | cent | Number | cent | Numba

4,700 f] *52] 7,650 | *48 ] 7,061 **52} 3,672 48 | 3,389 || ***9 3OS [ ***65 | 2,203 {***2, 881

Junior colleges. ... .-

glﬂlc colleges ... ... ] 20,0681 *53 | 10,689 | *47 | 9479 24 | 2,275 76 | 7,204 40 | 2,682 47 ] 3,386 13 916

University of California | 12,533 ]| *76 | 9,525 | *24 | 3,008 28 842 72 | 2,166 70 | 1,516 16 317 l 4 103

ludependent colleges | 7,002 11165 | 4,558 {1135 | 2454 ||i1126 638 74 | L1816 ||41155 999 |tt132 581 Ji113 236
Totals. ... ... ... 54,424 60 132,422 10 | 22,002 34| 7,427 66 {14,575 39 | §,702 415 | 6,517 16 ] 2,45

Average per year. ... 3,200 | o7 ] 1,294 .- 437 - 857 - 138 .- k13 .. 139

V Assuming continuing of present per cent of appointees at several levels of preparation and per cent of needs obiained from nun Galifunia instita-

tions.
# Those exchided from ditect supply estimates since they are recruited from research, govermment, industty, and other miscellancous  vccapativaal
suICes. '

3 L state supply needs Ceolumn 4) less defened supply (column 5).

¢ ‘[hose going discctly into college teaching in Calitoraia.

* Based on per cent of new appuinices for each scgment who received highest degree (for junior college total degiees) within and withoutr the svac.

¢ Comprises those derived fiom 1wo groups, estimated as 35 and 17 per cent respectively. The estimate of 35 per ceat ap slics 10 those coming, Ceam
high school and elementary teaching and is based upon a study by Oscar h. Edinger, Picsident, Mit. San Antonio Junior College, Vomona, Cahiliania
who found 494 per cent in 1957-58 and 33.2 per cent in 1958-59 in this category. A per cent closer 1o the latier figure was accepred sine
based on bager unmber of pecsonnel, including echuical positions. ‘The second source of deferred supply, estimated us 17 per cean, is an cxtrapelation
of data fuom the National Education Association and the Ealingc: reports.

“v¢ Based on data taken From National Bducation Association muly of Teacher Supply and Demand in Universitics, Colleges, and Junlor Cuolleges,

1957 58 and 1958 59. .
| Based on dita from Univessity bio bibliographical files and from Personnel Ollice, California Stute Departruent of Edacation, 1954 thiough 1958,

Includes ALD. and D.D.S. degiees, .
t Malfway Lichween Univesity of California and state college experience.
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net demand oif 3,702 holders of the doctorate 0 be obtained irom
the pool of holders of doctoral degrees produced in this state.

ESTIMATED NET SUPPLY OF CALIFORNIA-
TRAINED HOLDERS OF DOCTORATES

The net supply of California-trained holders of doctorates that can
be expected to meet the needs presented in Tabie 18 is based upon
a projection of the total production of holders of doctorates irom all
California institutions, reduced by the number oi these who will
either not go into college teaching or who will go into teaching out-
side California.

To estimate the number of doctorates to be produced in this state
between now and 19785, actual projections of all the California insti-
tutions granting the Ph.D. or equivalent degrees were obtained di-
rectly irom the institutions. In all cases these projections were
checked with estimated graduate enrollments, and corrections were
made wherever the institutional estimates seemed too far out of line
with past experience.

The total number of 34,679 doctorates expected to be produced by
California institutions between 1958 and 1974 (the vears from which
the 1959-1975 supply must be obtained) is shown in Column 1 of
Table 19.

The difference between the number of doctorates awarded in 1959
and that projected for 1975 is large. However, a check of the rela-
tionships between California’s per cent of the 1970 total national
college enrollment and its per cent of the 1970 total of doctorates
produced tends to validate the institutional projections presented in
Table 19. California’s proportion of the 1970 total national college
enrollment is estimated to be 13.6 per cent.® The institutional projec-
tions of doctorates produced in California (2,472) are oniv 13.5 per
cent of the estimated 1970 national production of 18§,1C0.? or approxi-
mately the same proportion as of the total estimated enrollment.

After the number of doctorates to be awarded by California inst-
tutions has been obtained, consideration must be given to the pro-

$ The nadonal enrollment =sdmate is aken from Teacher Suo-plv and Demand in Universities,
Callcgu. and Junwor Colleges. Washnington, D.C.: Naoonai Education Associaton {:1959-R-10),
»

’Lou.u H. Conger and Marie G. Fullam. Prorecrions of Zarmed Degrees o [969-70. Wuhu:g-
ton, D.C.. U.S. Department of Health, Educadon, and Welfare, Septemper, 1959, p.
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TABLE 19
Estimated Net Supply of Holders of Doctoral Degrees to Be Awarded by California Institutions Based on Institutional

Projections ! and Comparison with Demand, 1959-1975

i

Gruss supply
produce

Annual

Total avesage

34,679

2,040

¥ Phese Sguics are based on replics 10 questionnaites sent 10 the heads of all Californla independent institutions presentl
10 the chick adminisicative officers of alt campuses of 1he Univensity. {,

76. Suaiglhl fine
they shou

(©)

ludex of supply
t0 dl:m.uhl

Q) 0) ) (5)
B e Sl i Net Crcdeds PP Net o oniapely or
Aonual Annual Aaaual Annual
‘Youal average ‘Toral average Tozal average Total average
1,7 653 5,881 346 5,702 335 179 11

projections wese made for the ingcivening yeors.

These estimates weee for the academic years 1960 6
1 3 ) rs. In aul) cases the estimates were scoutinized and tacitly a
d reflect considered policy of expansion of sialf or facilities and not just the hopes of department chairmen. ’l'l.e projections are for the yuars

1958-59 10 1974 75, since these are the graduates who will be available o geach in 1959 60 10 1975-76.

~ 3 The per cent wsed is 32 and is bused on data saken from the National Education Association study of Teacher Supply and Demand in Universities,

Colleges, and Junior (.‘allegu, 1957-58 and 1958-59. It is only those who enler, nat those who continue in college 1eaching, since they have alicady et

B8 need befote the deguee 15 graned.
3 Predicied on a propotion equal 1o 53 per cent wmaining in California. "Uhis figuce is derived from questionmaires sent 10 placement oflicas of Cali:

fornis institiions shat award the doctoate.
4

on

fFrom Cobimnn 7, Table 18,

1965-66,

offering the Phb). degree and
1970 71, and 1975
proved by these ulilicers, so that

1.03
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portion of those who actually enter teaching in California. This
number, given in Coiumn 3 of Table 19, is derived by reducing the
total supply (34,679) to the number who can be expected :0 teac
in California institutions. { That is, by subtracting both those wino do
not enter college teaching and those who enter college teaching but
do so outside California.)

Table 19, then, presents the net supply of California-produced
holders of doctorates who could be expected to enter college teaching
on the basis of the institutional estimates either in California or out-
side the state. The computation is, of course, dependent upon these
assumptions:

1. That the proportion of California-trained holders of doctorates
- who enter college teaching will approximate that of the period
1954 through 1958

2. That the proportion of this number who will teach in California
institutions will continue as in the period 1954 through 1958

COMPARISON OF PROJECTED SUPPLY AND DEMAND

Table 19 also includes in Column 4 the net demand required for
doctorates to be awarded by Caliiornia institutions and compares that
demand with the actual supply that, according to institutional esti-
mates, should be available. The figures in Column 35 and the index in
Column 6 of Table 19 show that demand and supply will be in
approximate balance over the next 17 years (1959 through 1973),
granting the awarding of doctorates is in accordance with the esti-
mates.

The fact that demand and supply are in balance for the total
period, 1959-1973, however, does not tell the complete story. Table
20 presents a comparison of demand and supply similar to that in
Table 19 except that the total period is broken down into smaller
segments. This comparison indicates that, up to and including 1963,
California’s institutions of higher education will be in a period of
faculty shortage oi doctorates, the index oif suppiy to demand being
.67 for 1959-1960, and .83 for 1961-63. In the period 1966-1970,
supply and demand is expected to be in approximate balance and
during the final five-year period covered by this study, 1971-75, a
surplus, according to estimares, should exist. It must be remembered
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TABLE 20

Comparison of Demand and Supply of Doctoral Degree Holders for California
Institutions of Higher Education, by Selected Time Periods, 1959-1975

m () M) “ ) (5) (6) @ “ @ )
T - Deinand Supply* o o
Direct
Net demand for Net ludca of
Time Total Jdirect California Total Net surplus o supply to
period demand® Out-of-statc? In-state? demandt Ph.D's# production? supply? shortage demand
19591960 ... 4,878 2927 1951 || 1,288 502 1,995 338 —164 67
1961-1965 .. ... 14,227 8,516 5,691 | 3,756 1,465 1,313 1,240 —225 .85
1966-1970. .. . .. 16,839 10,103 6,736 4,445 1,734 10,713 1,817 +4 83 1.05
1974-1975. . . 18,480 11,088 7,392 l 4,879 1,903 14,658 2,486 + 583 1.31
Totals.. .| 54424 32,654 21,770 | 14,368 *5,004 34,679 5,881 2 | 1es

3 Fotud taken fiom Table 17, Part B.

360 per cent of Column 1, Sec Tuble 18,

340 per cent of Column ). See Table 18, .

466 per cent of Colunn 3. This percentage is the propontion left after taking into account the deferred supply of 34 per cent. §ce ‘Fuble 18.

8§39 per cent of Culwmn 4. See Table 1. . .

¢ Tlus in the supply available for the academic years 1959 60 10 1975 76, which means that it is the projecied production for ghe yeas 1958 59 10 197475,

1 'Fhese figures are ohisined from the institutional projections described ln Foomote 1, Table 19. 'l'|xe estimates for the variows tine puriuds are exwapo-
tations, using direct-hne projections of the reported hgwies for 1958-59, 1960 61, 1965 66, 1970-71, and 1975-76.

016.9 per cent of Colamn 6. This percentage is the umount b{ which the 1otal is reduced to account for those awarded doctorates who do not go inig
college 1eaching (68 per cent) and those who go imo 1caching but ousside Califoria (47 per cent). Sce Table 19.

¢ Totals do not agiee with those 1 Columns 4, 5, and 6 of Table 19, because of independent wunding of percentages.
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that these conciusions assume a reiative saiary advantage and aiso
assume a recruitment pattern mentioned eariier in this chapter waica
is unacceptable to the state colleges. The “‘balance” between suppiv
and demand, therefore, must be considered in the light of these reser-
vations.

Lack of necessary data has prevented the development of any sys-
tematic analysis of the relationship between supply and demand for
specific subject fields. In lieu of such an analysis, the opinions of a
large group of placement officers oi colleges and universities prepar-
ing college teachers were obtained by a nationwide survey. Informa-
tion was collected separately for the supply of teachers for junmior
colleges and for other colleges and universities. The fields that appear
in the results of this inquiry as undersupplied in 1959 are chemistry,
engineering, home economics, mathematics, physics, and women’s
physical education. Since the supply in the other fields appears to be
more adequate and in some oversupplied, a reasonable assumption is

that the situation in these current shortage fields may be more critical
than the totals would imply.

Fonpmngs, CoNCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Before the findings are summed up, conclusions drawn, and recom-
mendations presented, the importance of the basic assumptions under-
lying this study should again be pointed up. The findings are valid
only if the assumptions are tenable and acceptabie. Certain serious
questions have already been raised regarding some oi them.

Again, the fact should be pointed out that the demand presented
in this study takes into account only those junior colleges, state col-
leges, and University campuses existing or presently authorized. The
establishment of such additional institutions would create some need
for additional staff because of the effect on college artendance in their
immediate areas. On the other hand, :he effect on supply that will be
brought about by the development of the additional University cam-
puses presently authorized has not been taken into consideration.

PRINCIPLE FINDINGS BASED ON CONTINTUATION
OF STATUS QUO CONDITIONS
1. To meet the needs of the enrollments projected for California
institutions of higher education between 1959 and 1973, a total
of 54,424 new full-time faculty members (an annual average of
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3,201) will have to be recruited. Of these 29,280 {or 34 per
cent) will be needed because of enrollment increases and 25,144
(or 46 per cent) will be needed as repiacements due to death.
resignation, retirement, and separation irom other causes.

. The greatest numbers of new faculty during this period will be

required by the state colleges, 20,168, followed by the junior
colleges, 14,711, the University, 12,533, and the independent
colleges and universities, 7,012.

. A large proportion of the newly appointed faculty of all seg-

ments of public higher education in California receive their
highest degrees from institutions outside the state. For 1957-58
and 1958-359, 1,127 (57.3 per cent) of a total of 1,966 new
facuity fell into this category. The proportions by segments
were junior colleges, 52.5 per cent; state colleges, 52.6 per cent;
and the University of California, 76.2 per cent. Whether these
out-of-state proportions can be maintained will depend primar-
ily on relative academic salary levels.

Of the new appointees to both the state colleges and the Univer-
sity who were holders of a doctor’s degree, the largest number
were trained at the University. Of the new faculty appointed by
the University from 1954 through 1958, 18.5 per cent had re-
ceived their doctorates at that institution, while 15.5 per cent
of those appointed during that same period by the state colleges
bad obtained doctoral degrees at the University. However, the
list of other institutional sources of supply is quite different for
the two segments. For the University, the second to fifth place
sources for the five-year period were Harvard, 11.8 per cent;
Chicago, 4.8 per cent; Yale, 4.8 per cent; and Michigan, 4.4
per cent. The equivalent sources for the state colleges were
Stanford University, 8.2 per cent; University of Southern Cali-
fornia, 6.7 per cent; Columbia University, 4.3 per cent; and
University of Washington, 4.0 per cent.

. The occupational sources oi supply also varv among the seg-

ments. For the years 1954 through 1958, the two major sources
of all public segments were teaching and graduate schools, with
the remainder coming irom business. industry, researci, govern-
ment, and misceilaneous sources. However, whereas the junior
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coileges received 70 per cent of their faculty from teaching and
11 per cent irom graduate scinoois, and the state colleges ob-
tained 63 per cent irom teaching and 12 per cent from graduate
schools, the equivalent proportions for the Uaiversity’ were 38
per cent and 34 per cent respectiveiy.

A significant proportion of the new faculty of all three segments
is obtained from a ‘“deferred” supply; that is, persons who do
not go directly into college teaching from graduate school but
later enter that proiession. For the period covered, the following
percentages came from this “deferred” supply: junior colleges,
52 per cent; state colleges, 24 per cent; and the University, 28
per cent. Again, it should be emphasized that the salary problem

is basic to attracting people from business and nonteaching oc-
cupations.

. For all segments in the five-year period 1954-1958, approxi-

mately 40 per cent of the new faculty appointed held the doc-
torate at time of appointment; 45 per cent held the master’s
degree; and 135 per cent held various other degrees. The doctor-
ate was held by 9 per cent of the new appointees of the junior
colleges; by 40 per cent oi those of the state colleges, and by
70 per cent of those of the University.

. During the four-year period 1953 through 1958, for the state

colleges the per cent oi new full-time appointees holding the
doctorate steadily declined from 435.9 per cent to 37.3 per cent.

. The awarding of doctorates by California institutions oi higher

education is expected to rise from the current level of 863 per
year to a total of 3,375 per vear in 1975, an increase of 290
per cent. The projections for the University amount to an in-
crease of 444 per cent, whereas those for the independent col-
leges and universities amount to an increase of 125 per cent.
The total number of doctorates to be awarded by California
institutions between 1958-39 and 1974-75 at this level of in-
crease will be 34,679.

Approximateiy 32 per cent of the holders of doctorates awarded
in California entered higher education teaching for the drst time
between 1954-1958, while another 26 per cent receiving a doc-

tor’s degree were already engaged in college teaching and con-
tinue in that proiession.
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11. Of the bolders of California-awarded doctorates entering righer
education teaching between 1953-1953 approximately 33 per
cent did so in California. The remainder went to other states.

12. College placement oificers agree generally that the elds with
the greatest current shortage of college teachers are chemistry,
engineering, home economics, mathematics, physics, and
women’s physical education. Similarly, the fields of most ade-
quate supply appear to be history and men’s physical education.

CONCLUSIONS

In view of the foregoing, the Survey Team concludes that:

1. If the sources of faculty supply that were available between
1954 and 1958 can be maintained in the same proportion, the
total supply of and demand for holders of doctorates to staff
California’s system of higher education (in the same proportion
as in that period) will be in approximate balance over the period
from 1959 to 1975. (The Survey Team is convinced that this
proportion of staff from outside the state will not continue un-
less substantial salary increases and fringe benefits as indicated
in Recommendation 3 of this chapter, are provided promptly.
The state colleges believe that the 1954-38 level of staif prepa-
ration must be raised substantially if these institutions are to
provide in the future the quality of instruction and service that
the state has the right to expect of them.)

2. Despite this over-all balance, the immediate period of 1959-
1966 will probably be one of relatively short supply of ade-
quately trained persons to staff the state’s institutions of higher
education. This immediate short supply is caused by the time
lag that exists between the influx of the large enrollments into
the colleges and universities and the time this indux is felt in
the awarding of doctor’s degrees. A seven-vear lag is used by
the U.S. Office oi Education between a student’s admission as
a freshman and his receiving a doctorate.

3. The diversion of students from state colleges and the University
recommended by the Survey Team will alleviate somewhat the
shortage of doctorates and the total shortage of faculty for
higher education, because:
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1. Hoiders of doctorai degrees comprise a smailer per cent of
the faculties of jumior colleges than of those or the state
colleges or the University. _

b. The student-facuity ratio is higher ior junior coileges than
for either of the other two pubiic segments of higher educa-
tion.

RECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that:

1.

Much greater effort be made to divert a greater proportion of
college graduates into graduate training preparatory to careers
in college and university teaching. This diversion can best be
accomplished by a concerted effort on the part oi adequately
staiffed and supported counseling and guidance services at all
levels of education, and with the full co-operation of all coilege
and university faculty members.

More funds be secured to provide financial assistance to those
in graduate training. The high attrition rate in graduate pro-
grams is, in'large part, due to financial difficulty; and these
withdrawals constitute not only a loss to the potential faculty
supply but an economic waste to the state. Provision of fellow-
ship and loan funds for graduate students is undoubtedly one
of the best ways of reducing the attrition rate. -

Greatly increased salaries and expanded fringe benefits such as
health and group liie insurance, leaves, and travel funds to at-
tend proiessional meetings, housing, parking and moving ex-
penses, be provided for faculty members in order to make col-
lege and university teaching attractive as compared with busi-
ness and industry ©

Greater use be made of California-trained doctoral degree
holders, especially in the shortage vears immediately ahead. For
the three-vear period 1955-33 only 33 per cent of those so
trained who entered teaching did so in California. Evidence
indicates that those leaving California do not do so by choice.’

" As an exampie of the wide diferences. ofi +3 persons awarded Ph.D.’s in shormge 3eids by
the Umversity of Califormia in 1959, 31 accepted positons 13 indusgv at an average saiary
of 59.384 and 13 went into coulege :eaching ar an average saiary of $6.075.

3Of 44 docroral degree hoiders :ecentlv Slaced in coilege and umiversity seaching Jutside
Califormia bv the Schooi and Cailege Placement Service of :ze Urmiverairy of Caiiformia. Serkeiey,
87 pexr cent had statea a preference :Or a posizon 1 Caiiforamia.
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3. Individuai facuity members and :heir institutions jolntly as-
sume responsibility for both the initiative and opportunity :ior
the facuity in-service preparation and seif-improvement so essen-
tial for the growth and development oi the institution

6. Strengthening of the master’s degree programs in all institutions
ofering such programs be undertaken by these institutions so
that the holders of this degree may be more effective additions
to the faculties of colleges, universities, and junior colleges °

7. Reorientation of present doctoral programs offered by California
institutions be undertaken to insure that those receiving the
degree and planning to enter college and university teaching
possess the qualities not only of scholars, but of scholar-teachers.
Because the University of California awarded 34.6 per cent of
the doctorates given by California institutions for the period
1952-53—1955-56, it has a particular responsibility for the im-
plementing of this recommendation.

8. Because of the continual change in facuity demand and supply,
the co-ordinating agency annually collect pertinent data from
all segments of higher education in the state and thereby make
possible the testing of the assumptions underlying this report.*°

The shortage of college teachers is a serious national problem,
especiaily in areas like California. where rapid growth makes recruit-
ment of proportionately large numbers an immediate necessity. More-
over, during such a period of rapid growth the problem of maintain-
ing high quality is a serious one. There is no basis for complacency in
California. The returns to society for the large sums invested in
buildings and facilities will be greatly reduced unless the supply of
high quality faculty is maintained.

?This is of particular importance to the junior colleges because the highest degree held by
6.7 per cent of those newily appowmnted in tne vears .957-58 and 1958-39 was the masters
degree. Although all institutions in the state sbould co-operaze i :tnis erforr. :he lead >boouid Se
taken by the state colleges and the University of California because of the high propormon of
all such degrees :hey award.

0 The 1958 report. prepared by the Joint Scad Enr the Liaison Commirtee and entidded A
Study of Facuity Demand and Supply in California Higher Education, !957-70, contans a recom-

mendagon. approved by both boards. for its re-examinamon in 1960. A sumilar procedure saould
be followed with respect to this anaiysis.
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ADULT EDUCATION

The title of this chapter poses in itself a probiem of description or
semantics. This survey has been concerned with higher education,
and in all segments of higher education most of the students are
adults by one definition or another, and all have assumed a certain
amount of responsibility for their own programs of education. There-
fore the classification of “adult” is inadequate as a description of the
responsibility shared by all higher institutions to make learning a
continuing process and to provide opportunities for intellectual de-
velopment beyond the years of formal full-time college attendance.
These opportunities must be attuned to the cultural, personal, and
occupational needs that come with maturity and that change from
year to year in the life oi each individual. The various segments of
higher education have used terms such as extension, extended-davy,
part-time, adult, evening classes, and continuing education to describe
these programs. Each of these terms falls short of complete descrip-
tion of the functions considered in this chapter, but the general intent
of these programs is best expressed by continuing education.

The existing State Advisory Committee on Adult Education was
designated by the Survey Team as the technical committee on this
phase of the study. This committee, established in 1944, then recon-
stituted and reactivated in 1953, has been effective in reducing un-
desirable overlapping and duplication of offerings by the various
segments of higher education. 4 Repor: of a Survey of the Needs of
California in Higher Education, 1948 (Straver Report) ? pointed out
the urgent need for definition of the functions and areas of service to
adults to be assigned to each segment of higher education. Again in
1955 4 Restudy of the Needs of California in Higher Education
noted the confusion and occasional iriction that existed in the fieid
of adult education and extension courses in the junior colleges, siate

! Although many §ne programs of adult educadon are odered by independent coiieges and uai-
versities in Califarmua, this chapter dews oniy with sucn programs :n pubiiciy supported ia-
stitutions.

3 Monroe E. Deutsch. Aubrey A. Douglass, and George D. Smayer., A Report of 4 Survey of
the Needs of Califormia in Higher Educarion. Op. cr. i ’

f137i
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coileges. and the University. This study inciuded the {oilowing rec-
ommendation, wkich was approved by the Lunson Commirttee and
the State Board of Education:

. that in the allocation of services, the junmior zolleges shouid connne
their course oferings to the thirteenth and fourteenth grade level in their
day and evening programs and to aduit-education oferings clearly appropriate
to their functions; and that the state colleges and the University of Cali-
fornia should not offer any courses through their evening or extension divi-

sions which are clearly lower division courses and which unnecessarily
duplicate appropriate offerings of the local junior colleges.?

The staif which prepared the 1948 Strayer Report and the Restudy
recognized the impossibility of spelling out completely and finally
the differentiation of functions in the field of adult education. This
conclusion was supported by a report of a subcommittee of the first
State Advisory Committee on Adult Education, and subsequently ap-
proved by the committee, which included the following statement:

It is the opinion of the subcommittee that no workable set of categorical
rules governing relationships between and among the public adult education
agencies in the State of California can be formulated at this time, which
would eliminate all conflicts or duplications in programs.

The Survey Team recognizes the same difficulty in defining fields
of service in an area so dynamic and so dependent for its success upon
rapid adjustment to new and changing needs. The basic recommenda-
tion, therefore, concerns the continuance of co-ordination activities
by the State Advisory Committee on Adult Education (with certain
additions to personnel as recommended later}. This committee should
be responsible to the co-ordinating agency, should operate under its
sponsorship, and should make its report, together with recommenda-
tions, to the agency at regular intervals on all matters relating to
continuing education or adult education.

At the time the State Advisory Committee was reactivated in 1933,
both the State Board of Education and The Regents gave approval
to a Liaison Committee recommendation for the creation of local
advisory committees made up of representatives of publicly supported
segments of higher education odering adult education courses in par-
ticular areas. The recommendation approved by The Regents on
September 26, 1933 and by the State Board of Education on January
4, 1954, {ollows:

3 T. McConneil. T. C. Hoiv, and H. H. Semans. 4 Restudy of ths Needs of Caiifornia in
Higher Educaaou. Op. cit, p. 33,
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i. .\ committee composed of an appropriate representative or the Uaiver-
sity of Caiifornia and of the institutions under the State Board of Education
oe appointed by the President of the University and the State Superintendent
of Public Instruction, respectively, o designate communities and the appro-
priate locai chief school officer in such communites in the state where diffi-
culties now arise, or seem likely to arise, in the allocation of responsibility
for the adult education program among the diferent public education agencies
operating in such communities. Moreover, that, owing to the changes which
are continuaily occurring in aduit education needs, this committee annually
review this list and modify it as it seems necessary. The representative of
the State Board of Education shall be responsible for calling the first meeting
of this committee and thereaiter this responsibility shall alternate between
the two representatives.

2. The State Superintendent of Public Instruction and the President of the
University jointly request the chief local school officer, as named by the
above committee in these communities, to set up a local committee of three
persons, one representing the public schools including the junmior colleges,
except junior colleges in separate districts may have a separate representa-
tive (decision on this additional representative to be made by the chief local
school officer), one the state colleges, and one the University to review all
aduit education requests and proposals and on the basis of those reviews to
allocate responsibility for meeting such requests and proposals to the educa-
tional agency which the committee feeis is best qualified to meet each par-
ticular need and that such allocation be accepted as final. In cases where
agreement cannot be reached, the chief local school officer may appeal to the
State Advisory Committee on Adult Education whose decision would be
accepted as final.

Because the Survey Team believes that the continuation and
strengthening of that plan is one of the best ways to resolve the
problems which will undoubtedly continue to arise in allocating
responsibility for adult education offerings in the communities, it
strongly endorses the plan outlined in the recommendation and urges
that the State Advisory Committee on Adult Education, in its new
relationship to the co-ordinating agency (as later recommended in
this chapter), give increased attention to the further implementation
of this plan {or dealing with problems at the local level.

The State Advisory Committee on Adult Education was designated
as the Technical Committee on Adult Education for the purposes
of this study. The report of this committee, together with the state-
ment entitled “Functions of the Junior Coileges. State Colleges and
the University of California,” prepared by the Joint Advisory Com-
mittee for the Superintendent of Public Instruction, the President of
the University, and the Joint Staff, constitutes the basis for the fol-
lowing findings and recommendations.
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GENERAL FINDINGS
DEFINITIONS

Section 6352 of the 1959 edition of the Education Code defines an
“adult” for purposes of crediting artendance for apportionments
from the State School Fund for the fiscal year 1934-33 and there-
after, as follows:

. “adult” means any person who has attained his twenty-first birthday
on or before September 1st or February lst of the semester for which he
has earolled, and who has enrolled in less than 10 class hours as defined in

Section 11451 for junior college districts or 10 periods of not less than 40
minutes each per week for high school districts.

However, for continuing education purposes, any person beyond the
compulsory school attendance age who is not enrolled for full-time
regular school work may be enrolled in special, part-time, extension,
or adult education classes for which he is eligible.

Part-time undergraduate students in all segments are those en-
rolled for fewer than 12 units.

Extension courses are those offered in the state colleges to meet
a special need (off campus only) for credit and in the Uhniversity
those courses offered through the Extension Dmsmn on or oif cam-
pus, either with credit or noncredit.

NATURE AND EXTENT OF ADULT EDUCATION

Junior Colleges. The extended-day classes of junior colleges are
made up largely of students enrolled for college credit who have
met the same entrance and matriculation standards required of regu-
lar full-time day students. In 1958-39 there were nine evening jun-
ior colleges * in the state reporting a total enrollment in adult educa-
tion of about 16,000. A total of 53 junior colleges operated “adult
education” classes and served in these classes an enrollment of
212,888.

The junior college enrollments in extended-day and adult educa-
ton classes in 1958-39, approximating 229,000, were distributed bv
per cent, as follows: Business Education. 13.3; Industrial, Techni-
cal, Agricultural, 21.7; Parent Education and Homemaking, 6.2;
Civic Education, 9.8; Social Sciences, other, 15.2; Mathematics and

¢ Section 6359 of the 1959 Education Code provides that: "‘Classes for adults may oe main-
tained in connection with day or eveming high schoois or day or eveming junior colleges.”
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Physical Science, 11.0; Language (English and Foreign), 10.0: Fine
Arts and Music, 4.6; Americanization, 1.5; Crarts, 2.9: and Heaith
and Physical Education, 3.2.

State Colleges. The state colleges oifer late aiternoon and eve-
ning, or extended-day programs, but these terms refer to a time of
the day and do not relate to any characteristics of students or their
educational objectives. Practically all state colleges offer some classes
or parts of multiple-section classes throughout the day, in the late
afternoons and evenings, and at times on Saturdays. In the heavily
populated urban areas, such scheduling enables students to under-
take effective college programs satisfactorily geared to their employ-
ment schedules, study hours, and family obligations.

The state colleges also offer regular courses or workshops (off
campus) to meet a special need in the “field” (such as teacher edu-
cation) which are listed as extension courses. In 1957-38, a total of
630 such classes enrolled 21,520 students; the largest groups were
enrolled in Education, History, Government, and Psychology.

University of California. The Extension Division oi the Univer-
sity offers instructional programs to adults through classes, conier-
ences, correspondence courses, and discussion programs. In addition.
various auxiliary services are provided, including campus lectures
and speaker’s bureau services to community organizations; musical
and dramatic programs; film programs; film rentals from a state-wide
film library with an annual circulation in excess of 100.000; film pro-
duction and film sales; counseling and testing services to more than
1,000 aduits; and consultative service in 1958-39 to more than one
hundred California communities. These programs, with individual
enrollments in 1958-39, were as follows:

Offerings Enrolimenzs

Per cent Per cent

Program Numoer oftotai Number of total
Classes * 3,955 31.3 36.362 32.3
Conierences 27 37 32,940 328
Discussion -groups e 238 3.9 5,212 3.3
Correspondence courses ... 333 6.9 19,330 1.7
Totals — 1354 100.0 163,34+ 100.0

' Approximately two out of three ciasses carried Univermity Extension crediz and seven our of ten
enroilments were in these credit ciasses.
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ADMISSION AND RETENTION STANDARDS

Junior Colleges. High schooi graduate or eighteen vears of age.
Retention policies in credit classes similar to those of regular day
courses.

State Colleges. No general admission requirements. Prerequisites
stated by course and grading standards similar to campus classes.

University of California. No general admission requirements.
Some courses have prerequisites. No general retention policy.

CHARACTERISTICS OF ADULT STUDENTS

Age. Wide range in all segments. Median age in University Ex-
tension, 32 vears. (Not available in other segments.)

Previous Education. Wide range in junior colleges; largely high
school graduates or higher in state colleges and the University. In
University Extension 98.4 per cent were high school graduates.

Occupation. Wide range in all segments. About half of state col-
lege extension students were already employed in public schools and
about 10 per cent were seeking training for future employment in
public schools. During the years 1957 and 1958, 33.6 per cent ol the
University Extension students were gainiully employed.

FINANCING ADULT EDUCATION

Among the states of the nation, California has long been a leader
both in the character and scope of its adult education programs and
in the extent of state support for such programs. Section 17931 of the
1959 Education Code provides as follows for state support oi adult
classes:

The Superintendent of Public Instruction shail allow each district for eaca
unit of average daily attendance during the preceding fiscal year for aduits.
as adults are defned in Section 6352, [see defnition eariier in this chapter’
exclusive of average daily attendance in ciasses for inmates of any state in-
stitution for adults and for inmates of any city, county, or city and county
jail, road camp or farm for aduits. one hundred twenty-ive dollars i3123)
as Dasic state aid and the same amount as state eguaiization aid as Is com-
nuted Dy dividing the ailowance computed for the district under Sections
17614, 17615, and Sectioms 17901. 17802, 17903, 17904. 17903. and :i7S06
by the average daily attendance of the district during the preceding dscai
year. exclusive of average daily attendance during the preceding dscal vear
{or adults. as adults are deaned in Seciion 633Z. znd Jor inmates of state
institutions for adults and of city. county, or city and county jaiis. -oad
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camps or farms for adults iess fourteen doilars .31<%). The tota of dasic znd
equaiization aid ailowed snail aot exceed two undred :wenty doilars :$220)
for each unic of average daily 2ttendance during the preceding dscal vear for
such adults, exciusive of average daily attendance in ciasses for inmates of
any state institution for aduits and for inmates of any city, county, or city
and county jail, road camp or farm for aduits.

Among the higher education segments, this provision applies only
to adult education programs.offered by the junior colleges and there-
fore most of the state support goes to them. The extension programs
of the state colleges are essentially self-supporting. The state provided
16.1 per cent of the cost of those oifered by the University during
1958-59. (By legislative action this per cent for 1959-1960 was re-
duced to 9 per cent.)

Junior Colleges. In 1957-38 there were 31,830 units of average
daily attendance® at a total cost of $10,852,254, distributed as
follows:

Per cent

Amount of total
State apportionment 34,695,254 433
Local Tax funds - 6,139,000 $6.3
Student fees® 18,000 2
Total $10,852,234 100.0

L Charged for classes for adults,

State Colleges. State college extension classes, with minor excep-
tions, are fully supported by student fees. For the year 1958-39, the
income from state college extension programs was $3547,751, while
expenditures were $505,017, or $42,714 less than income.?

University of California. For the 1958-39 year, 83.9 per cent of
the cost of University Extension was supported by fees and :he re-
maining 16.1 per cent irom state funds.

ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS

The following estimates are based on the findings of the Technicai
Committee:

3 Secuon 11451 of :he 1959 Educarion Code states: “The units of average daiiy arzendance in
Fades 13 ana {4 in eacn junior coilege of a distnet for 2 dscai vear snail be computed by
ividing the toral numper of whole or parmal class hours of pupid attendance in the 'unior
college dunng the Ascai vear dy 3525. The ciass hour umit or :ne purposes of this sectoa :s
defined as not less than 50 munutes exclusive of passang time.”

$°1958-59 Scatisucal Report of :ne Caiifcrmia State Coileges, Part F. Dezzee :nd Simanciai
Summary.”” Prepared in the Division of State Coileges and Teacher Sducaton. Admiziscracve
Planming Office. Sacramenro: Califormia State Deparmment of Educacon. Novemoer, .559.
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1960 2965 770
Per Per ler
Numoer cent Numoer cenc NYumoer cen:
Junior colleges ..____ 433,000 9.3 $36.000 513 TI%000 :3.2
State coileges .. 22.400 13 - 42470 3.0 71,325 5.3
University Extension * 163.300  26.2 304000 33.8 442000 33.7

Total 631,700 100.0 804,470 100.0 1.237,825 100.0

 Includes all types of extension earollments.

REcCOMAENDATIONS

It is recommended that:

1.

W

The “Guiding Principles for Adult Education in California’s
Publicly Supported Institutions” as revised by the State Advi-
sory Committee on Adult Education in February, 1958, be con-
tinued as the policy framework within which co-ordination is
accomplished, such principles to be periodically examined in
the light of changing conditions througnout the state.

. The existing State Advisory Committee on Adult Education be

responsible to the co-ordinating agency and continue the respon-
sibilities delegated to it by action of the State Board oi Educa-
tion and The Regents of the University of California in 1953.
Furthermore, that the co-ordinating agency, to which the Com-
mittee will annually report and to which it will make its recom-
mendations, provide the Committee with necessary staff assist-
ance.

. In order for the State Advisory Commirttee to be more fully rep-

resentative of agencies engaged in adult education, it be en-
larged to include the following representatives, these to have the
same length of terms as other members of this Committee:

a. A representative of the Agricultural Extension Service of the
University of California to be appointed by the President of
the University

b. A representative oi the Independent Colleges and Uaiversi-
ties of the state to be appointed bv the Association of Inde-
pendent California Coileges and Universities

In the long-range plans ior providing opportunities in nigher

education to the peopole oi California provision for adequate

state support of aduit education services be assured. Zowever,
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in this determination of whar the state shouid support. efort
be made to differentiate between those enroilees who are pur-
suing a stated. pilanned program with definite occupationai or
liberal education objectives and those wno are enrolling in singie
courses for which matricuiation or prerequisites are ahsent.
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COSTS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

The California State Legislature for the fiscal year 1959-60 ap-
propriated a total of approximately 239 million dollars for public
higher education, including current expenditures, capital outlays,
and funds for salary increases, divided roughly as follows: the Uni-
versity of California, 121 million dollars; the state colleges, 91 million
dollars; and state aid to jumior colleges, 27 million dollars. This
appropriation is approximately 11 per cent of the total state budget,
which exceeds 2.1 billion dollars and a greater amount than is spent
by any other state in the nation for public higher education. Total
expenditures for all higher education in California, including federal,
state, and local school district funds used to support junior colleges,
together with the expenditures oi the University of California, the
14 state colleges, and the 70 or more independent colleges and univer-
sities, exceeded 600 million dollars in 1959-60.

The Master Plan Survey Team considers a study of costs as basic
to its study outcomes. Formulation of educational policy involves
weighing alternative patterns or possibilities, and decisions thereon
are influenced by the probable costs. In particular, public higher
education, supported by large legislative appropriations, requires
scrupulous policy planning to realize the maximum value from the
tax dollar. Thus, a careful assessment of cost factors is necessary
to provide an adequate basis for planning of the state’s higher educa-
tion facilities. These cost factors, as determined by the Technical
Committee on Costs of Higher Education in California, are described
in this chapter.

TrE Cost STUDY

The five purposes oi the cost study are (1) to determine historical
trends of expenditures preceding 1957-38; (2) to analyze selected
1957-58 “unit costs” of higher education; (3) to estimare the prob-
able costs of constructing new institutions of various types and sizes:
(4) to estimate state expenditures for support of higher education dur-

[146]
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ing the period between 1960 and i975: and { 3) :o develop a Anancial
picture of higher education for use in pianning its future develop-
ments.

This study depends upon certain basic assumptions, among wiicn
are the following:

1. The nature and rate of change of college enrollments in Cali-
fornia will follow the modified enrollment projections cited in
this report and will be distributed as predicted.

2. The number and distribution of new University or state college
campuses will not vary greatly from current planning.

3. The independent colleges and universities will continue to carry
a substantial proportion of the load of higher education enroll-
ments.

4, The proportion of the costs borne by the student will remain
fairly constant.

5. The differentiation of function among the public segments will
be in accordance with the Master Plan recommendations.

Any substantial changes in these potential variables may alter cost
estimates. Firm predictions, in any case, are difficult because of un-
foreseen demands upon the colleges to keep abreast of technological
advancements or the possibility of a major shiit in the nature and
attitudes of policy-making agencies, such as the Legislature.

ExoENDITURES

Expenditures considered herein are of two types: current expendi-
tures, which are the costs incurred for services purchased and mate-
rials consumed in the conduct of activities of an institution during a
stated period; and capiiai outlav, which covers costs of capital assets
—land, buildings, and equipment used in carrying on the activities
of an institution.

Expenditures for higher education have more :han ‘ripled during
the decade 1948-49 through 1957-33. The major factors contributing
to this increase are, of course, the increase of enrollments, indation.
the extension of educational programs, including expensive curricuia
in such fields as science and engineering, the expansion of researci,
and services rendered for government and industry.
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During the ten-vear period 1948-49 through 1957-33, :ne total
expenditures of ail California institutions—both private and public—
increased from approximately 180 million dollars to 5354 million
dollars, an increase of 208 per cent. Further analysis of these fgures
indicates that current expenditures increased from about 147 miilion
to 389 million dollars, an increase of 164 per cent, and capital outlay
expenditures increased from about 32 million to 164 million dollars, a
407 per cent increase. (See Section II of the Technical Committee
report on “Costs of Higher Education in California” for a breakdown
of these figures.)

TOTAL EXPENDITURES FOR ALL PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS

Table 21 shows that the total expenditures oif public institutions
increased during the ten-year period, 1948-49 througn 1957-38, from
112.8 million to 413.2 million dollars, an increase of 266 per cent.
These figures show an increase of 210 per cent for current expendi-
tures (from 89.3 million to 276.6 million dollars) and 481 per cent
for capital outlay (from 23.5 million to 136.6 million dollars).

Closer examination of these data reveals that educational and gen-
eral expenditures increased during this period from 80.5 million to
259.2 million dollars, an increase of 222 per cent. Expenditures for
auxiliary enterprises increased from 8.3 million to 15.6 million dol-
lars, not quite doubling. Student aid, proportionately a smaller ex-
penditure in public institutions than in independent institutions, in-
creased 352 per cent to 1.8 million dollars. Institutional instruction
and research increased during this period from 66.3 million to 208.7
million doliars, an increase of 215 per cent, while organized activities
and organized research, primarily that of the University of Cali-
fornia, increased from 14.2 million to 30.5 million dollars, an increase
of 255 per cent.

TOTAL AND STATE EXPENDITURES BY SEGMENT

Total expenditures and state appropriations for the three types oif
public higher education in California for the years 1948-49 through
1957-38 are shown in Table 22. Current expenditures. both the total
amount and that part provided by the state, appear in the upper haif
of the table: the lower half shows the same type of information for
capital outlavs. This tabie also contains an index of growth, based
upon the 1948-49 expenditures.
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Total Expenditures for Institutions of Public Higher Education in California, 1948-49 through 1957-58

Fiscal yeas

195455 ... .
195556, . ... ..
1956 57 ... ... _.

19s7.88 . ...l

1957-58 over 1948-4Y
1957 .58 over 1953-54

TABLE 21

(ln mllllons of dollars)

Current expenditurce

Educational and general

lastitutional Activitics Ausilisry Total
inatfuction and organized and service Student capital
and resecarch tescarch ‘Total enterprises ai outlay
$66.3 $14.2 $80.5 £8.3 3.4 $23.5
78 .6 (5.5 94.1 8.7 4 36.9
88.3 17.5 105.8 8.7 .5 59.0
931.5 21.0 114 .4 8.7 .5 39.3
106.5 23.8 130.3 2.0 .6 50.3
121.9 25.8 147.7 9.1 1 57.5
135.5 28.6 164.1 9.9 .8 53.0
151 .4 36.9 188.3 12.6 9 44.7
176.0 44.0 219.9 14.0 1.4 71.3
208.7 50.5 259.2 15.6 1.8 136.6
Pee cent of increase
214.7 255.2 ' 2219 86.7 351.8 481.3
71.3 95.8 75.6 71.5 164.1 137.6

Nuie: ‘The disnibution of the above h: aures among the j

in the table will be found in Section ¥

of the Vechnica

unior cullep,z.s the state LU"L?CS and the Univeoit
ligher Education in

Committee report, Costs of

75.

266 .4
92.3

of California for each of llu. years incduded
California, 1960-19



TABLE 22
Expenditures of State Funds and Total Expenditures for Public Higher Education in California 1948-49 through 1957-58 *
(In millions of dollars)

[e51]

A. Current expenditures

State funds

Total custent expenditures

Junior State Univers Junior State University

Fiscul ycar culleges colleges of California “T'otal ladex colleges colleges of Califoruia Youul Tadex
IM849. ... $9.4 7.1 $27.5 $14.0 100 324.2 $12.2 $£52.8 $89.3 100
194950 . _...._.. 9.6 9.1 33.3 52.0 118 29.8 14.9 58.5 103.2 il6
195080 . .. .. ... 10.9 11.2 38.8 60.9 118 349 16.8 63.4 115.0 129
1950.82 . ... ... 10.4 13.4 46.5 70.2 160 35.2 18.3 70.0 123.6 138
195253 .. .._.... 10.5 15.8 53.0 79.3 180 38.1 21.8 80.0 139.9 157
195354 ... ... ___.. 12.8 17.8 56.6 87.2 198 44.3 26.0 87.1 157 .4 176
195488 15.3 21.9 60.5 97.8 222 50.2 30.0 9.6 174.8 196
1955-56. ... _.._. 18.9 26.5 65.1 110.5 251 56.8 35.2 109.7 201.8 226
1956-57_ N BTN 33.7 76.7 | 1300 295 66.7 839 | 1246 || 23502 263
1957-58 . . . .._. 22.7 42.6 89.5 154.8 352 77.0 54.5 145.1 276 .6 310

Totah. ... 102 | 19.0 | si7.5 | 8s6.7 4573 | 213.7 | s88s.8 II 1,616.8




[181])

TABLE 22 (Continued)

Expenditures of State Funds and Total Expenditures for Public Higher Education
in California 1948-49 through 1957-58 *

(in millions of dollars)

B. Capital ouilay

State funds Total capital outlay
(94849 oo 0 4.9 10.2 15.0 100 6.4 1.9 12.2 23.5 100
194950 .. T 0 9.1 105 19.7 131 15.8 9.1 12.0 360 158
195081, ... 0 220 15.0 7.0 247 19.7 220 17.4 59 0 251
105152 LT 0 7.5 16.5 239 159 12.9 75 19.0 193 167
195283 .. L 0 8.4 239 123 215 16.0 8.4 258 50.3 214
195354 . 0 8.7 239 126 217 202 8.7 286 57.5 24$
195455 .. T 0 15.0 187 136 224 15.8 15.0 223 530 226
195556, ...l . 0 17.8 1.8 2.6 197 i.8 17.8 151 447 190
195657 . . 0 343 12,8 47.2 315 198 343 17.2 713 303
1957 58 ... 0 82.1 203 102 4 683 26.2 821 284 136.6 581
Toral. oo oo 0| 2.7 163.7 373.4 " 164.6 209.7 197.8 572 .2

Souice: State Deparntment of PFinance Records. . L
* Ve figwes here inclade state schalasships awarded o students in public institutions and exclude (o) siate scholarships awarded 10 studenty in privae
instinutions aud (L) expenditures made by the University of California fron grants by the Atomic Energy Commission.
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Several interesting reiationships may be noted in Tabie 2. State
funds have provided more than haif the costs ot public aigher educa-
tion in California. comprising about 335 per cent of all current expendi-
tures and 63 per cent of capitai outlay expenditures. The proportion
of total expenditures provided Dy the state varies irom year to year
but during the ten-year period it has been increasing, both for current
expenditures and capital outlays.

Since 1948-49, annual current expenditures have more than tripled
and annual capital outlays have increased nearly sixfold. Expendi-
tures of state funds for current expenses in all public institutions in-
creased from approximately 44 million to nearly 1335 million dollars.
At the same time, expenditures of state funds for capital outlay fluc-
tuated from year to year, increasing from approximately 135 million
in 1948-49 to 102.4 million dollars in 1957-38.

The relative increase of capital outlay is much greater in recent
years than in 1948-49, as compared with current expenditures during
the same period, because of the urgent need for plant facilities to ac-
commodate postwar enrollments. While University of California
capital outlay expenditures have more than doubled during this
period, the state college outlay increased from nearly 3 million to
over 82 million dollars. Five new state college campuses were con-
structed during this period and others were enlarged.

Junior Colleges. During the ten-year period, current expenditures
for the jumior colleges increased from approximately 24.2 million to
77 million dollars, an increase oi 218 per cent, while capital outlay
increased from 6.4 million to 26.2 million dollars, a 309 per cent in-
crease. Institutional instruction comprised nearly all of the current
expenditures for the junior colleges, with no expenditures recorded
for student aid or for organized research and only one-half of one
per cent expended for auxiliarv enterprises.

Junior college capital outlay increased greatly, but none of it was
provided by the state. Annual apportionments to the junior colleges
increased during the ten-vear period irom slightly over 9 miilion to
nearly 25 miilion dollars. a 141 per cent increase. For the entire
period, about 31 per cent oi the pubiic junior colleges’ current ex-
penditures were met irom state apportionments.

State Coilleges. During the ren-vear period. the total expenditures
of state colleges increased from 17 million 0 apprcximately 136.3



tn

COSTS OF HIGHER =ZDUCATION 133

million dollars, an eightfold increase. Current expenditures increased
347 per cent and capital outlay about {,575 per cent. The extraordi-
nary increase in state college capital outlay is caused by a record ap-
propriation of 32 million doilars for this purpose in 1957-38.

Expenditures for instruction accounted for nearly all the educa-
tional and general expenditures for the state coileges, expenditures
for organized activities and research being very small. During the
ten-year period, educational and general expenditures for state col-
leges increased 383 per cent.

Expenditures of state funds for current expenses in the state col-
leges increased during the ten-year period from 7 million to nearly
43 million dollars, an increase of over 300 per cent. For the entire
period, 73 per cent of the state colleges’ current expenditures were
met from state funds, whereas capital outlay funds were derived en-
tirely from state sources.

University of California. At the University of California, total
expenditures increased during the ten-year period from 63 million to
173 million dollars, a 167 per cent increase. Current expenditures
mounted from approximately 53 million to 145 million dollars, an
increase of 175 per cent. At the same time the yearly capital outlay
increased from 12 million to 28 million dollars, a 133 per cent in-
crease. The University of California current expenditures increased
in each of the ten years and were greater in each year than the total
current expenditures of junior colleges and state colleges combined.
The rate of increase (175 per cent) of current expenditures for the
University oi California over the ten-year period was less, however,
than that for the junior colleges (218 per cent) and considerably less
than that for the state colleges (347 per cent).

Further examination of current expenditures shows that educa-
tional and general expenditures for the University increased during
this period irom approximateiy 46.4 million to 134 miilion dollars
per year, a 189 per cent increase. Whereas institutional instruction
and research increased 160 per cent ({rom approximately 32.5 million
to 84.5 million dollars), expenditures for activities and organized re-
search increased 237 per cent (from nearly 14 miilion to approxi-
mately 49.6 miilion dollars). Expenditures for auxiliary enterprises

increased only 54 per cent and student aid expenditures 332 per cent
during this period.
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Expenditures from state funds for current expenses by the Univer-
sity of California increased in the ten-year period irom approximateiy
27.5 million to $9.3 million dollars, an increase of 225 per cent. For
the entire ten-vear period, 52 per cent of the University of Califor-
nia’s current expenditures were met from state appropriations,
whereas the state provided 33 per cent of the capital outlay funds
during this period.

ANALYSIS OF UNTT OPERATING COSTS

Comparative costs in this study are determined in terms of the
cost (or expense) per student credit hour. The number of student
credit hours is the sum of the product of the credit hour value of
each course and the number of students enrolled in the course. Thus,
30 students completing a course of three credit hours would count as
90 student credit hours. _

Unit costs are a valuable tool for analyzing expenditure data, but
they are a hazardous device when used to compare the costs of in-
struction at one institution with another. In making such compari-
sons, one should ascertain not only that the data are comparable,
but that they are interpreted properly. Unfortunately, objective com-
parisons of the quality of instruction within various institutions are
very difficult to achieve. Moreover, since the costs per student credit
hour are aifected by the types of programs and services rendered,
as well as by the number of students served, one must exercise care
in judging institutional efficiency on the basis of comparative costs.

Three types of unit costs are presented in this report: (1) teaching
expense, which comprises the cost of the salaries of the instructors
involved in teaching for the portion of their time which is concerned
with instruction, and the costs of clerical salaries, supplies, and equip-
ment related to teaching; (2) departmental expense, which comprises
the teaching expense described above and ail other departmental
expenses, including those of faculty or departmental research and
departmental administration; and (3) imstitutional expense, which
comprises the departmental expense described above and other insti-
tutional expenses such as general administration, staif welfare, stu-
dent services, libraries, and maintenance and operation of the paysical
plant, but excludes the costs of summer sessions, extension and public
service, organized researci. organized activities, auxiliary enterprises,
and student aid.
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Although all three types of instructionai expenses are used in :this
study, the institutional exvense is doubtless the most valid and valu-
able basis for comparisons between institutions with comparabie pro-
grams. It represents the total instructional expense involved within
the institution and, therefore, serves as an index oi the cost involved
in educating students.

Student credit-hour costs for lower division in the junior colleges,
state colleges, and the University of California were calculated for
the year 1957-58 by the Technical Committee on Costs for each of
the three types of unit costs mentioned previously. All the state col-
leges then in operation, the five major campuses of the University of
California, and 24 junior colleges, are included in these calculations.
Time did not permit compiling the necessary data from all of the
junior colleges. Since the junior colleges offer lower division instruc-
tion only, they are not included in comparisons of upper division and
graduate costs. Furthermore, the financial records as kept by the
junior colleges do not include the “departmental expense” category.

Figure 7, “Comparison of Student Credit-Hour Costs in California
Public Institutions of Higher Education for 1957-38,” shows the
total expense per student credit-hour oi the three component parts
(teaching expense, departmental expense, and institutional expense)
for the year 1957-58. This figure consists of four parts as follows:

A. Lower Division Costs in Junior Colleges

B. Lower Division Costs in the State Colleges and the University

of California

C. Upper Division Costs in the State Colleges and the University

of California

D. Graduate Division Costs in the State Colleges and the Univer-

sity of California

It may be noted in Figure 7D that the institutional expense per
student credit hour for graduate work is much higher in the Uni-
versity than in the state colleges. The reason Jor this difference is
that the University program is much more extensive and speciaiized.
The state colleges oiier programs leading oniy to the master’s degree
in selected felds. whereas the University’s costs cover 2 wide variety
of highly specialized doctoral and professional programs.*

*The costs of professional schoois such as medicine and dengstry are 2ot inciuded ::m :hese
comparaave data



A. LOWER OIVISION COSTS IN JUNIOR COLLEGES
Taral expense ger

JUNIOR COLLEGES student cregit-nour
Fuilerton $20.63
Sequoias 21.20
Pasadena 21.80
Riverside 21.95
Orange Coast 22.87
San Bernardino 23.66
Santa Ana 24.08
Los Angeles 24.26
Compton 24.34
San Mateo 24.75
Santa Maria 25.26
Modesto 25.27
Santa Rosa 26.32
El Camino 26.45
American River. 26.94
Mt. San Antenio 27.05
Marin 27.07
Contra Costa 27.38
Yuba 28.45
Chaffey 28.54
Sierra 29.66
N. San Dlego 30.48
Harmell 31.16
Cerritos 43.38

' 20 ) ) 30
IR Teaching Sxcense 777777 instituticnal Expense *
SOURCE:

Tocnm:nl Commnm. Ronon an ihe Costs of Higher Zducarion in Caiifornia, 1960.75. Devart-
m nereafter 1n Ffigure 7 were not availabie for ‘he {unior cotleges.
* See taxt for a dncnpnon of expenss ciassifications.

FIGURE 7
Comparison of Student Credit-Hour Costs in California Public
Institurions of Higner Education for 1957-58

)
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3. LOWER DIVISION COSTS IN THE STATE COLLEGES AND
THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Totai expense per
STATE CCLLEGES student credit-hour

San Jose $21.13
San Diego m 21.52

Chico 22.18
Fresno 24.36
long Beach 24.38
San Francisco 24.39
Sacramento 25.32
ALY e, S22
Humboldt 31.65
'Ca(wvﬁ' Ry 4430
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
Berkeley WL A 29.53
Los Angeles 30.39
Santa Barbara . S, 40.74
Davis 67.02
Riverside | S 71.94
0 20 10 s 80
- Teaching Excense * @ Oepartmental Zxpense * m ‘nstitutional Excense ~

SOURCE:
Technicai Committee Report on The Casts of Higher Edueation in California, |960-1975.
* See text for a description of expense ciassifications.

FIGURE 7—Cgcntinued
Comparison of Student Credit-Hour Costs in California Pubiic
Institutions or Higner Education for 1957-58

L1577



€. UPPER DIVISION COSTS IN THE STATE COLLEGES AND

THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
Totai expense per

STATE COLLEGES student creait-hour
Los Angeies m $23.22
Long Becch % 26.65
San Francisco ! 2 31.98

San Diego

Sacramento 34.87

35.69

San Jose R
cu(l::?kou.-c--n 38.42
)
)
S

Fresno 38.89

Chico /) 45.24
Cal Poly - S 54.96
(Kollogg-Veurhis)
Humboidt 5y 81.28
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
Los Angeles < 45.91
Berkelay 59.16
Santa Barbara 73.89
Oavis MR SRSRSERRIY oo 140.63
Riverside EERRE55550 777000000 s 183.89
o 0 0 80 100 120 140 140 180 200

W eacning Sxense * ST Devartmentar Exgense *  £77772 insututionar Expense *

SOURCE:
Tecnnical Committee Report on The Costs of Higher Education in California, 1960-1975.

* See text for a description of expense ciassifications.

FIGURE 7—Continued
Comparison of Student Credit-Hour Costs in California Pubiic
Institutions of Higher Education for 1957-58
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D. GRADUATE DIVISION COSTS IN THE STATE COLLEGES AND
THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Totai axpensa oer

STATE COLLEGES ifuaent cregit-hour

Son Diego | - 7 s28.57
Sacramanto 3483

Los Angeles - 35.30
San Francisco Y 36.32
San Jase : A 42.55
long Beach YA 44.06

cal roiy a0

Fresno I 59.80
Humboldt v - e 58.99

s

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Berkeley 17419
los Angeles 180.59
Davis
f T ™ Y T T e T Y T 1
0 20 40 s 30 100 120 40 160 180 200
IR Teaciung Sxpense Sevartmentat Expense * Institationai Expense *
SQURCE:

Technical Committee Report an The Ccsts of Higher Education in Califarnia, 1960-1975.
® See text for a description of expense ciassifications.

FIGURE 7—Continued
Comparison of Student Credit-Hour Cosrs in California Public
Institurions of Higner Education for 1957-58

(159]
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THEE CosT oF ESTABLISEING NEW INSTITGTIONS

The Technical Committee report includes estimates ior new cam-
puses of various kinds and sizes, as weil as the per student costs ior
various kinds of buildings. These data later form the basis for esti-
mates of capital outlay expenditures in the years ahead.

COSTS OF SELECTED CAMPYUSES

Estimates of capital outlay for new campuses were investigated
by ascertaining the costs of new campuses constructed within the past
ten years. Seven selected junior college campuses constructed during
this period were studied and their total costs identified, as shown
in Table 23. The capital outlay for each of these seven campuses in
1958 dollars ranged from 2.3 million dollars in the case of Coalinga
to more than 10 million dollars for the Bakersfield campus.

TABLE 23

Total and Per Student Capital Outlay Cost for Selected
Junior College Campuses

Average daily attendance
Cost in
Campuses 1958 dollarst Capacity? Cost per a.d.a?
36,329,461 3,100 32,040
8,317,299 2,500 3,330
10,015,649 3,300 2,360
3,239.520 ! 3.000 2,73
7,062,003 | 3,000 2,530
2,504,825 i 800 2,380
1,639,984 | 950 2,780
1

t Exciludes residence halls or stadiums or both.

: ?\;"m ﬁ;fdhb:q&%ﬁu;ngimfo?:dﬁ%:e student.

Likewise, the actual costs of constructing University and state
college campuses during the past decade were studied. Only one
University campus, namely Riverside, falls in this category, but dve
state colleges were constructed during this period. The costs of these
institutions translated into 1958 dollars are indicated in Table 24.

Because of many compiicating factors, it is nearly impossible to
make any accurate comparison of the per square ioot cost of junior
college, state college, and University buildings. In general, the dii-
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TABLE 24

Total and Per Student Capitai Qutlay Cast for Seiected
State Coileges and University Campuses

Computed capacity full-time studentat
. Coat in
Campuses 1958 dollars Number Cost per studeat
l
Fresno State. o occcacaccaccancas 333,006,100 6,000 35,500
Long Beach State .o ccaaoaaae 32,186,800 8,276 3,850
Los Angeles State__. -—- *26,761,800 7,081 3,780
Sacramento State. .o occccecana- 22,168,300 3,362 6,220
San Francisco State. .ocacecceana. *30,408,3:0 5,969 5,050
University of Caiifornia
Riverside (Letters and Science

OlY) cecccccecccccccmane *21,244,300 1,916 11,090

L Capacity based on compured capaciry in accordance with space standards curreatly in use.
3 Excludes land acquisinon.

ferences in cost per square foot of building space at the University
and at the state colleges were small. Such differences as exist in the
¢ost per student are the result almost exclusively of differences in
the amount and kinds of building space required for the various
programs. Advanced graduate and other specialized programs con-
ducted in the University require more space in relation to the number
of students in order to provide for research and other specialized

functions within the educational process than in more general types
of programs.

TYPICAL CAMPUS COSTS

It is estimated in the Technical Committee report that a typical
junior college plant costs (in terms of 1958 dollars) approximately
$3,200 per student on the basis of average daily attendance for a
campus of 2,000 a.d.a., $2,300 for a campus of 4,000 a.d.a.. and
$2,5C0O for a campus of 3,000 a.d.a. These rounded figures, converted
into total campus costs, are indicated in Table 25. Thus, a campus
with a capacity ifor 2,000 a.d.a. would cost $6,400,000; for 4,000
a.d.a. the cost approximates $11,200,000; and for 8,000 a.d.a. it be-
comes $20,000,0C0.

Similarily, the net capital outlay costs for three sizes of state coi-
leges and University oi California campuses are estimated as indi-
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cated in Tabie 5. These dgures show. for exampie. :hat for a state
college or 3,000 fuil-time students, where 10 per cent of the {uil-time
student body is provided with residence hails, the cost is S4.3335 per
full-time student in terms of 1958 construction cost levels. For a
campus of the University of Caiifornia with a student body of the
same size and the same per cent of students housed, the correspond-

TABLE 25
Estimated Costs of “Typical” Junior Coileges
1958 costs
Campus sizes per a.d.a. Total 1958 costs
2,000 a.d.a. Campus. - ccmecncence-n- 33,200 36,400,000
4,000 a. d a. Campus. ... 2,800 . 11,200,000
8,000 a.d.2. Campus. oo ceceoccuee.- 2,500 i 20,000,000
|

TABLE 26
Net Capital Outlay for Three Sizes of State College and University Campuses
(Based on 1957-58 educational pregrams and 1958 construction costs)

State colleges ! . University of California
Full-time enroilment Per : Total i Per I Total
and per ceat housed | smdeac | (Iamilions) |  student I (Ia millions)
i |
3,000 full-time studeats ! I ! |
No students housed..._....... ;] 34280 , 8l p 37,400 | 57
10 per cent housed. ooee o) 4335 ! pE! i 7,825 . 39
25 per ceat housed oo ._. i 3,670 i 28 : 8, 363 42
10,000 fuil-time students l | | !
No students housed....._..._.. 4050 : +1 ! 7,100 | 71
10 per cent housed. oo cueno. 4,605 | 16 i 7,525 | 75
25 per cent housed ... __.____. 3,437 | 54 l 8,162 82
1
20,000 full-time students | . : ;_
No students housed .. .. ..___i 3,730 | 73 . 5,650 133
10 per cent housedaaaaacaan.. i 4,305 36 - 7055 141
25 per cent housed ... i 3,157 103 : 7.692 134

NoTte l: Nopresidental Sgures represent fotal 2roiect costs, including equipment ic 331.00
per gross square tfoot. plus 12 per cemc for pavsicai educagon deids and courss. prumary uuiities.
r:oads and walks, and other generai site deveiopment. du: aot inciuding more than aomunai iand
acquisicion cost. Not appiicadie to campuses wich emphasis on agriculture, engineenng, medicai
and heaith sciences or technology.

Nors 2: Residendal figures include student housing at 36,500 per student housed. including
(dining faclides, pius .5 per cemt of srudent housing costs fcr telated zeneral site deveiopment
less loan fund 3naocng assumed 0 be 350 per cent of resudendal bwidings, sxciudizg dining

tacliaes in the case of the suare colleges, inciuding diniag facilides in the case of the Universiry
of Caiiformia. and excluding generai site deveiopment in Sown cases.
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ing expenditure oi state funds would be $7,325 as of 1958. If the
per cent of students Joused were increased o 13 per cent, the 1933
aet cost per full-time student wouid be approximately $35,570 and
$8,465, respectively.

If the costs of land are unusually high, the figures cited in Table 26
will prove to be conservative. Moreover, these data do not include
any allowance for such additional costs as those of parking structures
or for buildings over three stories high. Also, there is no allowance
for any expansion of research or other public service activities beyond
the state recognized levels of 1957-38.

CONSTRUCTING NEW CAMPUSES VERSUS
EXPANDING OLD ONES

An inquiry into the relative economic advantages of developing
new campuses or expanding existing campuses does not yield a clear-
cut answer regarding which is more economical. The deciding factor
in tipping the economic scales toward either direction appears to be in
the per cent of the students to be housed in residence halls. With a
constant per cent housed, the estimated cost of expanding an existing
campus is comparatively so little less than that of developing a new
campus that such factors as land costs could tip the scales either way.
Ii, however, the alternative to new campus development involves a
significantly greater per cenmt oi students housed on the expanded
existing campus, then the difference in capital outlay generally is
clearly in favor of the development oi new campuses.

ProjECTED CoSsTs oF HiGHER EprcaTION

In any attempt to project the costs and expenditures of public
higher education in a dynamic state such as California many difficul-
ties are likely to be encountered and the job is hazardous at best. The
marked growth of the state’s population and economy, accompanied
by demands ior highiy trained personnel for its technology, are con-
ditions which alter the growth of college enrollments. Even if enroil-
ments could be forecast accurately, cost would be affected bv uniore-
seen changes. As evidence of the risk in attempting to forecast costs
accurately, it should be noted that the 1948 Strayer Committes
Report estimated a total current expense of public higher education
for 1960 as S$70.17C,C00. whereas it appears that the 1959-30 igure
will surpass 300 million dollars. Similarly, the Res:xdv, published in
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1953, estimated total expenditures of public higher education in 1963
as $293,080,559, but it appears that this amount will fall short ot
meeting the 1959-50 needs, to say nothing of the needs that wiil exist
in 1963.

The procedure employed in this report is to use the 1957-38 unit
‘cost per stydent for current expenditures, by segment and academic
level, as a base for calculating future expenditures in terms of enroll-
ment projections, by segments and academic levels, for a target year.
Capital outlay projections, on the other hand, are based upon the
average per student cost of buildings and facilities, beyond capacities
which exist or for which funds are available and in terms of estab-
lished space and utilization standards, projected for the needs for a
given future year. The target years used for future projections are
1965, 1970, and 1975. The projections apply only to a given year.

Two sets of estimates of expenditures and state appropriations re-
quired to support higher education in California in 1963, 1970, and
1975 are set forth in this report. The first projections arise from
status quo conditions, defined to mean 1957-58 dollar costs of educa-
tion, and based on a continuation of current standards of admission,
of current distribution of educational costs, and of the same distribu-
tion of students among the three public segments of higher education.
The second set of estimates, modified projections, are based on the
recommendations of the Master Plan Survey Team on standards for
admission, diversion of lower division students to the junior colleges,
increased proportion of support paid the junior colleges by the state,
and other recommendations, including the creation of new institu-
tions.

STATUS QUO PROJECTIONS

Estimates of future total expenditures and state funds required,
on the basis of status quo projections, are shown in Table 27. The
increasing amounts oi expenditures for the three periods indicated
are a reflection primarily of rapidly increasing collegiate enrollments
during the years ahead.

If the status quo projections materialize, total expenditures in
1975-76 will exceed one billion dollars. Nearly two-thirds of this
amount (665.5 million dollars) will be from state support. Again, it
must be emphasized that these data concern only annual expenditures
for the years included in the table.
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TABLE 27

Estimated Torai Funds and State Funds Required tor Pubiic Higner
Educarion on the Basis of Status Quo Projections

(In miilions of dollars)

i 196566 i 1970-71 l 1975-76
Segments i Tocal . State ‘ Total - ' State i Total . State
Junior coil [ . i i
unior coileges i i ;
Current expenditure.--_l' 152.3 ] 47.4 1 192.9' 39.8 236. 3 73.3
Capital outlay! ... .... 20.6 | *.... 1.1 *.__. 48.2 .-
State colleges i |
Current expenditure_ . _. 127.51 108.2 190.9 1 162.3 : 243.831207.2
Capital cutlay?. _.__.__. *=(55.8) 35.8 ~=(43.2)| 43.2 **(39.9)] 39.9
University of Caiifornia i ; ‘
Current expenditure. ... 268.4| 166.4 375.8 1 231.8 478.8 1 296.9
Capital outlay? ... ... **(60.2)] 60.2 **(48.3)] 48.5 **(48.2)] 48.2
Total ! i \
Current expenditure. _ .. 348.5 1 322.0 757.6 | 455.9 : 958.9: 377.4
Capital outlay. . __...__ **(136.6)] 116.0 | **(132.8); S1.7 ., "(136.3)| 38.1
Grand total.ooooeeo ... *=(685.1)| 438.0 | **(890.4)| 545.6 | '-(1,095.2)i 665.5

L The junior college represenuuva on the Master Plan Survey Team favored a different method
of smnanng capxta.l cuday in the zumor coleges i.e., use of a.d.a. of davume students oniv

total a.d.a. as a basis. method, if used, would have apprecably reduced capital
om.hl(:va esumates for these instrutions.

pital outlay appropriadons for state colleges and University represent net capital outlay of

te funds, wuh oniy partal inciusion of land acquisiton costs and ccmpiete exclusion of Uni-
vasxw medical centers.

* At present all capiral outlay in junior colleges is Ginanced by local schooi districrs.
®* Figures in parentheses are not total expendirures because of limitaton of foomote 2

MODIFIED PROJECTIONS

Estimated total expenditures and state funds required ior public
higher education on the basis of modified proiections are shown in
Table 28. These estimates, as indicated previously, are based upon
changed conditions as recommended in the Master Plan Survey.
Among other caanges, it assumes a gradual diversion of +2.5600
enrollees from the state colleges and the University to the junior coi-
leges by 1975, as well as the gradual increase of state apportionments
to the junior colleges irom 30 per cent to 45 per cent of a.d.a. support
costs. A proposal for state grants or loans or both o0 assist iunior
college capital ouday funds, a policy which would have marked
effect upon state appropriations Ior higher education. could not be
calculated in these projections because no specific amount of such
support was inciuded in the Master Plan recommendations.
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TABLE 28

stimated Total Funds and State Funds Required for Puoiic Higner
Education on the 3asis of Modified Prajections

(In millions of doilars)

196566 | 1970-71 | 1975-76
Segments Toual i State : Total ! State I Total Stace

Junior colleges

Current expenditure._.. 160.2 | 36.1 210.8 | 84.3 267.0 | 120.2

Capital outlay____.___. 16 ... 56.2 | *.__. 62.8 | "....
State colleges

Current expenditure.... 121.0  102.9 179.9 ! 152.9 226.6 | 192.6

Capital outiay?._..__._. **(50.2)| 50.2; **(39.3)] 39.5 *=*(35.9)| 35.9
University of California

Current expenditure. ... 233.2 | 144.6 323.21 200.4 ! 448.0| 277.8

Capital outlayz.______.. *=42.7)| 42.7 “(SO.6)| 50.6 | ==(57.0)}] 57.0

_ i

Total i

Current expenditure.... 514.41 303.6 713.9| 437.6 941.6 | 5%90.6

Capital ouday__._..... **(124.3)| 92.9 1 **(146.3)! 90.1 **(155.7)] 92.9
Grand total ... _________ **(638.9) 396.5 I *=(860.2)| 527.7 | *=(1,097.3) 683.3

! As stated in foomote 1 of Table 27, the junior college representatives on the Master Plan Sur-
vvz.:um favored a different method of esumading capital oudlay in the junoir coll:sa. i.e., use of
of dayume students ovniy ratiler thap toral a.d.a. as a basis. This method, if used, wouid

have appreciably reduced capiral outiay esumates for these insticutions.

3 Capital outlay appropriacons for state colleges and University represent net capital ouday of
state funds. with only parual inclusion of land acquisition cosss and compiete ex usiwon of Uni-
versity Medical Center.

* At present all capiral ouriay in junior colleges is fnanced by local school districts.

» szuxes in parentheses are not total expendirures because of limiradon of footnote 2.

The capital outlay figures in this table do not agree with those found on Page 107 of
the Tecnmal Commuctee Report cantled, Costs of Higher Zducation in California, 1960-i975, be-
cause in those figures account has been taken of the cost impact of the Master Plan Recomm:nda-
dons of Udlizanon Standards and the increased iibrary seadng required :0 meet Amencan Library
Association standards.

State appropriations, based upon modified projections, will increase
from approximately 400 million dollars in 1963 to nearly 700 million
dollars in 1973. Although capital outlay will remain fairly stable,
involving an annual expenditure of about 100 million dollars during
this period, current expenditures will nearly double, extending from
approximately 300 million dollars in 1965 to nearly 600 million
dollars in 1975. Nearly half of the grand total estimates ior both
the status quo and modified proiections will be expended by the
University of California. The current expenditures for each segment
will nearly doubie during this period of time. State college capital
ouday is predicted to decrease irom 30.2 million doilars in 1963-86
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+0 33.9 million doilars in !975-76. and for the University of Cali-
fornia it is estimated to increase irom 42.7 million dollars to 57.0
million dollars in this same period.

FINDINGS
1. For the ten-year period, 1948-49 through 1957-33:

(3]

a.

Total expenditures for all institutions of higher education in
California increased from 180 million to 554 million dollars
or 208 per cent. The increase in current expenditures of 242
million dollars accounted for nearly two-thirds of the in-
crease; capital outlay accounted for the balance.

Total expenditures of public institutions increased in the
ten-vear period from 112.8 to 413.2 million dollars, an increase
of 266 per cent. During this time expenses for education
and general items increased 222 per cent; for auxiliary
enterprises, 88 per cent; student aid, 352 per cent; and
capital outlay, 481 per cent.

c. The state provided more than half the costs of public higher

d.

e.

education in California, about 55 per cent of all current
expenditures and 63 per cent of capital outlay expenditures.
Annual state apportionments to junior colleges, comprising
about 31 per cent of current expenditures, increased during
the ten-year period {rom slightly over 9 million to 23 million
dollars, an increase of 141 per cent.

The state provided 73 per cent of the state colleges’ current
expenditures and all of the capital outlay funds. During this
period, the state colleges expended state funds of 199 million

dollars for current expenditures and 210 million for capital
outlay.

f. A total of 62 per cent of the University’s current expendi-

tures and 83 per cent of its capital outlay funds were pro-
vided by the state during this period. Again, in terms of state
funds, the University expended 347 million doilars for current
expenditures and 164 miilion dollars for capital outlay pur-
poses.

. Estimated capital outlay costs per student in average daily at-

tendance for “:vpical” junior coilege camruses are as :iollows:
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$3.200 ifor 2,000 a.d.a. campuses, 32.300 per a.d.a. for +.00
a.d.a. campuses, and 52,300 per a.d.a. for 3,000 a.d.a. campuses.

. Net capital outlay costs for state college campuses, without resi-

dence facilides, are estimated as rollows: $4.280 per student
for 5,000 fuil-time students, $4,050 per student for 10,000 full-
time students, and $3,750 per student for 20,000 full-time stu-
dents. :

Net capital outlay costs for University of California campuses,
without dormitory facilities, are as follows: $7,400 per student
for 5,000 full-time students, $7,100 per student for 10,000 full-
time students, and $6,630 per student for 20,000 full-time stu-
dents. :

The total expenditures for public higher education in 1973-76,
on the basis of status quo projections, will exceed one billion dol-
lars, two-thirds of which will require state funding. An estimated
annual state appropriation of 377.4 million dollars for current
expenditures and 88.1 million dollars for capital outlay will be
required by all public institutions of higher education at that
time.

. The modified projections are estimated to require in 1973-76,

about 684 million dollars of state appropriations, 93 million to
be applied on capital outlay, and 391 million to meet current
expenditures.

JuN10R COLLEGE SUPPORT

The state’s responsibility for financing junior colleges is a matter
of vital concern to the Master Plan Survey. Currently, through
apportionments paid by the state for average daily attendance of
students, about 30 per cent of the support costs for the junmior coi-
leges is paid from the State School Fund. Other currentr support, as
well as all capital outlay, is provided by the local districts.

Both The Regents and the State Board of Education approved the
following recommendation in the Restudy:

In view of the outstanding success of the California junior college pro-

gram, the Restudy staf recommends that active eacouragement be given by
the State Superintendent of Public Imstruction, the State Department of
Education, the State Board of Education, and other appropriate agencies <o
the establisament of new junior colleges in populous areas with adequate
cesources 2ot now adequately served.
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The Survey Team concurs Zuily in that recommendartion. It Iurther
believes that in addition. specific provisions shouid be made to diver:
lower division students irom the state coileges and the University
to the readily accessibie junior coileges. Such a diversion wiil impie-
ment another approved Restudy recommendation, which provides
for a reduction in lower division enrollments in relation to those in
the upper division and graduate fields. Such a recommendation is
found in Chapters I and IV of this Survey Team report.

Among the effects oi this diversion will be to (a) protect family
incomes by permitting more students to live at home while attending
college; (b) conserve space and instructional expense at the semior
institutions for a larger proportion of upper division and graduate
students; (c) reduce the amount of dormitory space needed at the
state colleges and the University; and (d) reduce the cost to the
state for both capital outlay and current operating costs.

These beneiits, the Survey Team believes, make it advantageous
for the state to increase the apportionments granted to junior colleges
and to undertake a program of sharing in the construction funds
necessary to expand the junior colleges. The increase should be
effected gradually. In order to safeguard local district control over
the junior colleges, the maximum proportion of state subsidy might
well approach, but not attain, 50 per cent of total expenditures.
Such a proposal could be realized if the Legislature were to augment
the State School Fund increasingly each vear over a 15-vear period
until the junior college apportionments approximate 45 per ceat of
the total current support for these mstitutions.

Further, the Survey Team believes that state participation in con- .
struction costs of junior college facilities is necessary to accelerate
their growth sufficiently to accommodate the enlarged future enroll-
ments. The idea of state assistance for junior college capital outlay
is not new. Proposed legislation, such as Assembly Bill No. 24 of
the 1959 legislative session, has been introduced in the past to
achieve this type of assistance. The Regents and the State Board
of Education adopted a resolution on April 13, 1959, stating :hat
“the State Board of Educarion and the Regents of the University
of California. in joint session, endorse in principle the-idea of State
assistance ior capital outlay for jumior colleges at such times as
State dinances permit.”
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The Survey Team considered severai types oI grants and ioans,
and various methods of distributing state aid on the basis of equaii-
zation. uniform grants, growth factors, and other principles. In view
of the time necessary to design a sound proposai, however, it ap-
peared inadvisable to propose a specific legislative program in this
report. _

The Survey Team believes, however, that because of the planned
enlargement of junior college enrollments to relieve state-supported
institutions, the method devised for distributing state aid to the
junior colleges for capital outlay purposes should be based primarily,
if not totally, upon the growth or potential growth of these institu-
tions. Since junior colleges will generally increase in enrollments along
with other public institutions, all or practically all, will benenit from a
state subsidy based on growth.

The Survey Team was concerned with the degree to which popula-
tion centers with large numbers of potential enrollees sufficient to
commence a new junior college preferred to pay out-oi-district fees
for their youth rather than establish a local institution. This evasion
of responsibility tends to restrict educational opportunities of local
youth and, in the long term, has serious repercussions upon the
general cultural level of the area. Steps should be taken to encourage
all areas of the state to share more equally in supporting junior col-
lege education, either by organizing junior college districts when
needed or by contributing more equitably to the total costs oi junior
college education in districts which support junior colleges.

A further concern of the Survey Team is that all funds intended
specifically for, or warranted by, the junior colleges, be expended
for junior college education. The safeguarding of state iunds for the
specific purposes intended was considered important, particularly if
the state obligates itself to provide greater assistance for the junior
colleges in the future. Such funds should not be diverted, either
wholly or partially, for other public education programs. In many
instances, this problem may be resolved by more precise accounting
procedures. In other cases, a clarification of law requiring the dispo-
sition of junior college funds may be helprul.

RECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that:

1. Procedures be devised to assure that all funds allocated to and
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for junior coileges for current expense or for capital outlay by
the state be expended only for jumior college purposes, and
further that the law be ciarified to require that ail funds received
from county junior college tuition funds for use of buildings
and equipment be expended solely for junior college purposes

In view of the added local financial obligations, for both current
expenses and capital outlay, which will result from the Master
Plan Survey recommendations designed to divert to the junior
colleges some 50,000 lower division students from the 1975
estimates for the state colleges and the University of California,
and the attendant savings to the state resulting thereirom, the
following actions be taken:

a. Procedures and methods be devised and adopted by the Leg-
islature that will increase the proportion of total current
support paid to the junior colleges from the State School
Fund (augmented for this purpose) from the approximately

30 per cent now in effect to approximately 45 per cent not
later than 1975

b. A continuing program be devised and adopted by the
Legislature that would distribute construction funds, either
through grants or loans or both, for capital outlay purposes
annually to junior colleges as determined by growth, this
program being for the purpose of assisting junmior colleges
to meet the facility needs of projected enrollments and of the
students to be diverted to the junior colleges.

. All the territory of the state not now included within districts

operating junior colleges be brought into junior coilege districts
as rapidly as possible, so that all parts of the state can share
in the operation, control, and support of junior colleges. Pend-
ing the achievement o1 this objective, means be devised to re-
quire areas that are not a part of a district operating a junior
college to contribute to the support of junior college education
at a rate or levei that is more consistent with the contributions

to junior college support presently made by areas included in
districts that maintain junior coileges.
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STUDENT F=ES

Higher education in California is well regarded in the nation for
the quality of its programs and services and the broad range of
educational opportunities offered its students. The plan ior this study
includes the following two questions pertaining to student fees. “How
much of the costs of public higher education should be borne by the,
students?” “Should the present fee structure be altered?” The im-
portant issue here is whether an increase in the cost to the students
can be levied without depriving many able and qualified youth of
educational opportunity and in so doing fail to meet the needs of
society for trained personnel.

Currently, students in California public higher education contribute
directly to the financing of college programs by the payment oi
tuition or fees. Tuition is defined generally as student charges for
teaching expenses, whereas fees are charges to students, either col-
lectively or individually, for services not directly related to instruc-
tion, such as health, special clinical services, job placement, housing,
recreation.

Continuing a principle in the Organic Statutes of California in
1867-68, under which the University of California was created, public
higher education institutions in California do not charge tuition to
bona fide legal residents oi the state. On the other hand, students
who do not qualify as residents must pay tuition. For the year
1959-60, nonresident tuition for regular students was $127.50 per
semester in the state colleges and $250 per semester at the Univer-
sity. Currently, the University is charging according to law the
maximum permissible nonresident tuition. (See Section 23053, 1959
Education Code.) The 1939 Legislature passed a law which permits
local governing boards of the jumior coileges to charge a conresi-
dent fee.

Incidental and other fees are charged at all state colleges and
campuses of the University. In the state colleges, a materials and
service fee of approximately $33.00 per semester is charged ail regu-
larly enrolled students. The University, on the other hand, charges
an incidental fee of $60.00 per semester to its enroilees. In addition,
student body and other fees are paid by students who are the recipi-
ents of special types of noninstructional services.
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The Survey Team beiieves that the :raditional policy oI neariy
a century of tuition-iree nigher education is in the Dest interests or
the state and should be continued. The team noted wita interest an
address given in May, 1953, by President James L. Morriil of the
University of Minnesota, who commented as follows on the desire
of some organizations and- individuals to raise tuition and fees to
meet the fuil operating costs of public institutions of higher education:

This notion is, of course, an incomprehensible repudiation of the whole
philosophy of a successful democracy premised upon an educated citizenry.

It negates the whole concept of wide-spread educational opportunity made

possible by the state university idea. It conceives college training as a per-
sonal investment for profit instead of a social investment.

No realistic and unrealizable counter-proposal for some vast new resource
for scholarship aid and loans can compensate for a betrayal of the “Ameri-
can Dream” of equal opportunity to which our colleges and universities. both
private and public, have been generously and far-sightedly committed. But
the proposal persists as some kind of panacea., some kind of reiease from

responsibility from the pocketbook burdens of the cherished American idea
and tradition.

It is an incredibie proposal to turn back from the worid-envied American
accomplishment of more than a century.?

Although the Survey Team endorses tuition-iree education, never-
theless, it believes that students should assume greater responsipility
for financing their education by paying fees suificient to cover the
operating costs of services not directly related to instruction. Such
services would include laboratory iees, health, intercollegiate ath-
letics, and student activities. Moreover, the team believes that an-
cillary services such as housing, feeding, and parking, should be
entirely self-supporting. Such ifee provisions wiil require resident
students to assume more financial responsibility for the maniiold
supplementary services associated with the educational program:
yet, on the other hand, tuition-iree institutions will permit most quaii-
fied students to attend publicly supported institutions. For those
unable to pay the fees additional scholarships and ioan funds are
recommended elsewhere in this report. An increase in fees will un-
doubtedly De necessarv to orset the effects of indation. Adjustments
of the fee structure should be made irom time to time :0 assure its
adequacy in meeting increased costs 2f services.

3 James L. Morrill. The Place and Primacy of the State University in Pubiic Higher Zducarion.

Transacnons and Proceedings of :he Nawconai Associacon of State Umiversities 1 zhe Umuted Scates
of America, VolL. LVI, 1958, p. 20.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

For tbe state colleges and the University of California it is recom-
mended that:

L.

4.

The two governing boards reatirm the long established principle
that state colleges and the University oi California shall be
tuition free to all residents of the state.

Students who are residents of other states pay as follows:

a. All students except those exempt by law pay tuition suificient

to cover not less than the state’s contribution to the average

_ teaching expense per student as defined by the Master Plan

Survey Team’s Technical Committee on Costs of Higner
Education in the institution or system as follows:

Teaching expense is defined to inciude the cost of the salaries of the
instructors involved in teaching for the proportion of their time which
is concerned with instruction, plus the clerical salaries, supplies, equip-
ment, and organized activities related to teaching.

b. Other fees for services not directly related to instruction

Each system devise a fee structure and collect sufficient reve-
nues to cover such operating costs as those for laboratory fees,
health, intercollegiate athletics, student activities, and other
services incidental to, but not directly related to, instruction

The operation of al such ancillary services for students as
housing, feeding, and parking be self-supporting. Taxpavers’
money should not be used to subsidize, openly or covertly, the
operation oi such services. Because of the various methods
which are used to finance comstruction of auxiliary enterprises
such as residence halls and dormitories, it is impossible to state
specifically which portions of amortization and interest pay-
ments are properly chargeable to operating expense. Conse-
quently, it is recommended further that the governing boards
determine which of such costs are appropriate charges to oper-
ating expense and include as much as possible of those with
other operating expenses of such anciilarv services.

Additional provisions be made {or studeut aid and loans. par-
ticularly as fees and nonresident tuition increase

Periodically the governing boards recompute their per student
teaching expense and set nonresident tuition accordingiy. Peri-
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odicaily thev recompute the cost oi operation of services such
as feeding, nousing, and parking, and ser fees ior such services
accordingly

-3

. Each insttution retain monevs collected from nonresident :ui-
tion

8. All the above policies when approved by the two governing
boards.be applicable immediately to the state colleges and the
University of California, and that they be applied to the junior
colleges as a matter of state policy and when applicable
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CALIFORNIA’S ABILITY TO FINANCE
PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION
1960-1973

Although Assembly Concurrent Resolution 88, which authorized
this study, did not require consideration of the state’s ability to
finance higher education, the plan for the study as approved by both
governing boards included the following questions for which answers
were to be determined:

1. What is California’s ability to pay for the future deveiopment of public
higher education in the state?

2. What proportion of the state’s budget has been and is now allocated for the
support of public higher education? How does this compare with the efforts
made to support public higher education in other states?

3. What are the probable supplemental (non-state) resources for financing
public higher education in California which might be tapped?

Accordingly, the Liaison Committee on July 8, 1959, approved
the appointment of the Technical Committee on California’s Ability
to Finance Higher Education to study the problems posed by these
questions. On July 10, 1959, Arthur G. Coons, Chairman of the Sur-
vey Team, wrote a letter to Joseph O. McClintic, Chairman of the
Committee, outlining its responsibilities. His letter contained the
following statement:

. . . this committee is to investigate the ability of the State to support
higher education. This is essentially a study of the fiscai capacity of the
State, but, of course, it includes Dasic projections of the strength of the
economy and its likely growth. While we are not unmindful of the degree to
which resources must be available 0 finance private education is it develops
within its present trends. nevertheless. the immediate point here is the ques-
tion of the capacity oi the government of the State of Caiifornia to anance
public higher education, and to do so without the loss of the strength of
existing private institutions, without the loss of the essentuiai qualities of the
California system of higher education as presently establisaed.

In considering dscal capacity, our survey team Deileved that wvour com-
mittee 2t least iniriaily shouid not Se concerned with new taxes or reforms
in the revenue system. but upon projecting the future resources of California
and the availability of funds with which to support the projections dof costs
of higher education 2s calculated within exsting {rameworks.

(1761
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-

In 4 Restudv of the Needs of Culijornia in digher Zducaiion'
Chapter VI entitled, “California’s Ability to Support Higher Educa-
tion,” included a detailed analysis of trends in state tax coilections
and the projected tax base. In addition, a careful analysis was made
of the state’s ability to support higher education for the decade,
1955-1965. ,

- In considering the state’s ability to support higher education during
that decade in relation to the cost analysis also included in the
Restudy, the following conclusion was drawn:
The Restudy staff concludes that the State of California will be able to
support a program of public higher education for the potential enrollment

given in Chapter II of this Report that will be comparable in both scope and

quality to that now oiffered without an unreasonable demand on the State’s
economy.

On the basis of the information on estimated costs contained in
Chapter IX and in this chapter, the Survey Team has made in Chap-
ter XI a similar appraisal for the period 1960-1975.

EstraTED GENERAL FUNDS AVAILABLE

In this section an attempt is made to determine the amount of
money that will be available for public higher education irom the
State’s General Fund for each year to 1975. This is done by making
a comparison of projections of revenues to the General- Fund with
projections of expenditures for all claimants on the General Fund
other than public higher education. On the assumption that the
services of other claimants will remain at the 1958 level, the differ-
ence between these two projections presumably represents the funds
available for public higher education. This method of calculating
available funds for public higher education is used only as a statistical
device for rendering a calculation and no implication should be drawn
that public higher education should be funded aiter all other state
agencies are supported.

A major purpose of these projections is to show the direction of
development which may be reasonably anticipated. To use them
as limitations would be a distortion of their purpose. Theyv shouid
be regarded as a means of illuminating the fiscal landscape in such

a way as to aid in the formulation of policies to meet properiy the
needs oif the state.

1 0p. S



178 MASTER PLAN FOR FIGHER =ZDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA

The following assumptions concerning conditions petween 31959
and 1975 were made by the Technical Committee in order <0 aave
a basis for the projections:

1. The general price level will be stable and constant.

2. Estimates will be made in “1958 dollars.”

3. The existing tax structure in terms oi rates and exemptions,
as revised by the 1959 session of the California State Legisla-
ture, will remain constant for the period under consideration.

4. Expenditure programs for non-higher education claimants will
remain unchanged in scope and quality.

5. There will be no significant change in international relations.

6. Productivity per man hour will continue to rise at approxi-
mately the average rate of recent years.

7. Average hours of work will not be substantially changed.

8. Existing trends and relationships will remain constant or will
be modified in ways which can be reasonably anticipated from
collateral facts.

9. “Full employment” will be sustained during the projected
period.

REVENUE ESTIMATES

Personal Income as a Basis of Revenue. The consistent relation-
ship between personal incomes in California and the yield of certain
specific taxes is basic to projections of tax revenues.

Since personal income depends to a considerable extent on the
proportion oi the population empioved, population estimates—partic-
ularly for adults twenty to sixty-four yvears of age, inclusive—are
important. This report uses the estimates given in Tabie 29 as the
population basis.

Two approaches were used to estimate personal incomes. The first
approach resulted irom estimating future per capita incomes on the
basis oi the historical irends of 1929 to 1957 and muitiplying these
per capita incomes by the projected population ior Caiifornia. The
results of this method, using data which redect in part the depres-
sion experiences of the 1930’s, were beiieved to be conservative and
thus' were emploved only as a check on the second method.
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TABLE 29
Sstimared Pooulation of Caiifornia, 1960 to 1975 *
(Civilian population)
! | Apaual | Estimared populatioa
: per cent i 21 years of age
Year (July 1) Populadon! | caange l and over
1960 e neeccccceeccaem———aa 15,530,000 3.7 9,439.000
1965 c e e ceee e cec——————a 18,454,000 3.4 10,934,000
1970 e e ececa——aaa 21,790,000 3.4 i 12,822.000
1978 e e eeecececm————— 25,755,000 .4 ‘ 15,137,000

L With the exception of the years 1960-63, the proiections were based on an annual increase of
3.4 lpe: cent. For the years 1960-63, the per cent of increase was 3.7, 3.6, 3.6, and 3.5 respec
Qvely. -

_ * Source: The Technical Committee’s report on California’s Ability to Finance Higher Educa-
tiom, 1960-1975, Table 1. Statistics for this rable were obtained from California’s Populasion in
1959. Sacrament: California State Deparmmenc of Finance, August, 1959.

The second personal income series projected by the Technical
Committee, which was subsequently used, was derived by the fol-
lowing steps:

1. The personal income per employed civilian for 1957 was com-
puted. (As the full-employment labor force approximates 74
per cent of the estimated civilian population from twenty to
sixty-four years of age, the actual civilian income for 1957 was
divided by 74 per cent of the civilian population in the twenty
to sixty-four age group that year in order to get the income per
employed civilian.)

~

. The personal income per emploved civilian each yvear in the
future was increased by 2.5 per cent, which was the average
annual productivity increase in constant dollars of California’s
personal income per emploved civilian during 1951-57.

3. The estimated personal income per emploved civilian was mul-
tiplied by the fuil-employment civilian labor force (74 per
cent of civilian population, twenty to sixty-iour vears of age)
for future years.

The results of these computations appear in Tabie 30.

Estimates of Generai Fund Tax Sources. Thae projected personai
income and the population projections were used to project each
General Fund tax source separately, based upon ‘a) past relaton-
ships of vieids of particular taxes to personai income; [b) Der capita
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TABLE 30

Estimared Civilian Personal income ~—3eries 2

Satimated aivilian " EZstimarea sersonai .
Sopuiacion - ianuat .acome Liutmacea

, D64 years of age Esumaced ser avtiian

| (inciusive) , smploved i empioyed : personal

Calendar year ; July 1 l civilians ( civiilan : income
1960w mnmooeoe | 83%000 | 623000 | S6448 i $40.061.000.000
1965.......... I 9.789.000 7.242000 ! 7.294 ! 32,823,000.C00
1970 .. .oo.o. 11,380,000 3.569.000 3,251 i 70,703.000,000
1574 TR l 13,687,000 ; 10,128,000 : 9,333 | 94,545,000,000

1

1 Source: The Technical Commirttee report on California’s Ability to Finance Higher Educa-
tion, 1960-1975, op. cit., Table 3.
relationships, where deemed more appropriate; and (c) somewhat
arbitrary trend relationships in the case of one or two minor revenue
sources. The detailed methods used in these tax projections are de-
scribed in the report of the Technical Committee. The results of

these revenue projections for each of the major sources are shown in
Table 31.

It will be noted that projections of General Fund tax revenues,
based upon civilian personal incomes resulting from full employment
and an annual increased productivity of 2.5 per cent, would vield
approximately one and one-half billion dollars in 1960 and therearter
increase to approximately three and one-half billion dollars in

1974-73.
ESTIMATES OF EXPENDITURES

Future General Fund expenditures were estimated for all claim-
ants, except public higher education, on the basis of the following
assumptions:

1. There will be no future change in the scope and quaiitv of
services provided.

~

. In most instances. the increase of estimated 1939-1960 expendi-
tures during future vears will be in the same proportion as the
general population growth or., wherever appiicabie. 2 more spe-
cialized popuiation growth.

3. Direct capital outlay expenditures for public higher education

irom the General Fund are not sumiciently large under present
legislative policies to warrant special attention herein. More-
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TABLE 21
Generai Ffund Sstimated Revenues for Cartain riscai Years,
1960-41 througn 1974-75 *
i 196061 | 196665 | 196370 9TATS
Maijor taxes and licenses (Thousandas of dollars)

Aleoholie beverag;: taxes and -

lCenses . cacaccecccccccccennan 348,074 354,123 863,469 375,027
Bank and corporation taxes...... 269,650 . 337,104 449,146 | 600,514
Gift and inheritance taxzes__.._.. 33,900 70,300 93,500 i 124,400
Horse racing (parimuruel) licease

(- TSR 17,897 22,509 29,979 39,931
Insurance gross premium tax..... 64,564 80,682 107,991 14-@,412
Motor vehicle license (in lieu) fees. - 2,261 2,843 3,787 _:,0@-1-
Personal income tax. . ccenenn... 265,485 360,089 517,398 754,657
Prvate car tax.ccecececccnnao.. 1,975 2,375 2,875 3,375
Retail sales and use tax . ....... 725,104 906,338 1,207,596 1,614,574
Tobaced taxe e ceeeecceeecen 64,798 73,545 | 86,672 101,548

Totals, major taxes and licenses} 1,513,748 1,909,928 2,562,413 3,463,382

Misceilaneous and'departmental

PEVenues. ... ocecococaaoaan 44254 52,254 | 62,254 | 72,254
Grand total, revenue ... ...... 1,560,002 1,962,182 ; 2,624,667 3,536,136
|

® Source: The Technical Committee report on California’s Ability to Fimance Higher Educa-
tiom, 1960-1975, op. cit., Tabie 21.
over, they could not be projected in the absence of a consistent
legislative policy to be used as a base.

These estimated expenditures were combined into six broad groups:
(a) Education (exclusive of higher education); (b) Social Welfare,
Health; (c) Mental Hygiene, Corrections; (d) Conservation of Nat-
ural Resources; (e) Fiscal Affairs, General Administration; (f)
Other. The components of these groupings are described fully in the
Technical Committee report. An adjustment ratio was introduced
to account for the probable rising costs of state services as state
employees share in the general increase in per capita income.

The projected total estimated costs of maintaining existing state
operations and local assistance financed by the General Fund at their
1958 level of service (excluding public higher education), based on
independent projections ior each group, are shown in Table 32.

GENERAL FUNDS AVAILABLE

The difference between the projected revenues and expeaditures
represents, theorericaily, that portion of the General Fund avaiiabie
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TABLE 32

Estimated Cast of Maintaining Existing State Operations and
Local Assistance Financed by the Generai fund *

(Exciuding state support tor higner education)

1960-61 1964-65 1969.70 197475
(Thousands of dollars)
Education (exclusive of higher
€dUCaAtion) eue e cccccccccacan- $735,209 $914,625 | 81,120,122 { 31,338,843
Social Welfare, Health, ete..__... 238,264 268,956 312,774 363,749
Mental Hygiene, Corrections..... 172,752 196,246 225,493 259,586
Conservation of Natural Re-
~SOULCES e e cecccnacccnacaancs 30,292 36,339 45,483 57,004
Fiscal Affairs, General Adminis-
12 01 7= S 42,293 51,397 63,502 84,023
(0]2. 7 S, 73,981 90,817 114,564 138,880
Totale ce e cccececanaa 1,292,791 1,558.380 1,382,940 2,242,085
Adjustment ratio?. .. ocea.a.. 1.0200 1.1056 1.2240 1.3524
Adjusted total. oo noaeo 1,318,647 1,722,945 2,304,719 3,032,196

t Source: The Technical Committee report on California’s Ability to Finance Higher Education,
1960-1975 op. cit., Table 22.

‘nmnmubuedon:hampm:hnwpcmtofthezoulwﬂ]benuedby 2.5 per
cent compounded annually, which will permit the persons paid from these funds to share in the
genersl increase in per capita income.

to finance public higher education. This difference is shown in Table
33. If these projections prove to be correct the General Fund would
produce from 241 millioa dollars in 1960 to 503 million dollars in
1974-75 beyond that required for the support of all other state serv-
ices at their 1958 level except that of higher education. Accordingly,
then, these amounts would be available from the General Fund for
the support of junior colleges, state colleges, and the University.

Further, it was determined as a check upon the foregoing data that
if the same ratio of General Fund expenditures for public higher
education to the General Fund revenues holds in ifuture years as
existed in 1957-38 (13.38 per cent), the state funds available ior
public higher education will range from 214 million dollars in 1960-61
to 436 million dollars in 1974-75. These data lend credence to the
data presented in Table 33.

EFrorT To SupPorT Pusric HicEER EDUCATION

The capacity of the State of California to support public aigher
education is determined primarily by three factors: {a) the size ot
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-he stream of ‘ncome irom which sUCi SUpDDOrT must Se :drawn: b
the efficiency and edectiveness of the tax instruments by wiic2 :is
support is realized; and (c) the wiil of the cCeopie of the state 0
devote adequate funds :ior this purpose.

Abundant evidence shows that the taxable income within :he state
is large and steadily growing. The projected personal income data
support this contention. Few other states have as much taxable
wealth as California.

The efficiency and enecuvene<s of the taxation svstem emploved
in California are not concerns of this study. The tax base will con-
tinue to change in the future, as it has in the past. The income irom
taxes will have to rise to support the increased services oi the state.
However, the extent of the taxes and types oi taxes required are
responsibilities of the Legislature, and, therefore, were not consid-
ered by the Survey Team.

The third factor—the will of the people to devote adequate funds
to higher education—is a major issue. To what extent do California’s
citizens value higher =ducation as a state service? What priority,
in terms of state appropriations, should be assigned to public higher
education as a function of the state? Should the state devote more
of its resources for higher education as compared with other state
functions? These and similar questions must be answered by the
Legislature.

Three measures were employed to ascertain the relative tax erort
of this state. First, the total taxation efiort was measured by com-

TABLE 33

Comparison of Revenue Estimates and Estimated Expenditures, 1960-1975,
for All State Services Except Higher Education !

(In thousands of dollars)

Esumated Zstimarted
Fiscal Year ! -svenue sxpenditures Surpius
1960-61 . o e e aeee . 31.350.002 31.318.647 3241 L33
196465 e e, 1.962..82 . ""2 343 29,
196970« oo e e 1.524.507 : 204.719 ’ 9. ‘,‘13
197475 e cmeeaeen 1.336.13 3052009k $03.240

: Source: The Technical Committee teport on Caiifornia’s Abiltiv :0 Finance Higher Zxucarion.
196Q0-i975. op. cit.. Table 25.
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paring the state tax collections with the totai personal ‘ncome. Sec-
ondly, the expenditures for public nigher education were compared
with the total personal income. Fipaily, the per capita expenditure
was compared with the per capita income 0 show edort in rerms
of the individual rather than as a result of the population size.

Relation of State Tax Collections to Total Personal Income. The
ratio of state tax collections to total personal income for the four-
year period, 1955 to 1958, inclusive, indicates that the tax collections
of the state are about 5.2 per cent of the total personal income within
the state. Similar ratios of tax collections to personal income were
computed for other states, with the resulting array of ratios indi-
cated in Table 34. It is apparent from this table that 20 other states

had a higher ratio of tax collections to personal incomes than Cali-
fornia.

Relation of Personal Income to Higher Education Expenditures of
States. In Table 35 is shown the per cent of personal income of
various states which is spent for public higher education for the
years 1952-58. Expenditures include only s¢ate appropriations for

TABLE 34

Ranking of States According to a Four-year Ratio, 1955-58 inclusive,
of State Tax Caollections to Total Personal income

| Per || i Per . " Per
State | ceae | State . cemt - State ceat
Louisiana. ceeeeeaa-. I. 8.1 1| Floridaceeeeoooooe.. 5.4 l Montanaceooooaoo. . 4.3
Mississippt_~_ ...l 7.5} Oregon_.____.___._.; 5.4 )| Delawareoooo.o..... $.2
New Mexicoo.omooo_., P T U1 7Y ' 5.4 Marviande oo oooo... . +.2
South Caroiina..--.- i 6.8 [ 1 Massachusetts. . ..... 4.2
Washingeon...._.... i 6.7 CALIFORNIA....... 3.2 Y Pennsyivania........ $.2
Oklaboma--.---—---- [ 6.6 | Virginia..._._.-_-- L 4.2
Arkansaseocooeecee_.. 6.3l Kentucky. . o_o____. 5.1 i New Yorkeeoeuonnn-. .9
North Carolina.._.._ i 6.0 Minnesota__________; 5.1 l Texas. ..o ....... 4.9
PRideccccacacaa-! 3.8 % Idano .. _._ ... i 5.0 Connecticut_.._..... ¢ 3.3
Teanessee.__.__._.__ . 5.8 | Michigan.u.eeweaaa! 5.0 ' IndlaBacooo ... 7
Vermonteaeeeaeaa--.. 3.7 ' Rhode Island........ 5.0 | New Hampshire.____. B
Alabama.ce oo CR TS (51" 7 VRN J5° S ©) 11 J SN 3.2
AfIZONAaae Lo, T8 Maineeooomo oo +.9 " Missourio macmaoaao-. 1
North Dakota.__...__. 5.9 1 WisconsiRe o cccann-.. 2.2 MiRoiSccececcanmana. 2
Wyoming. e eeeeace-- 3.6 i Coloradoeeccacaoo... +.3 I Nebraskae-oeo-.o--.. P2
Nevadaooococacaooo-, 5.5 ) South Dakota..o.._.: +.6 New jersevoo._...... 2.7
West Virgimian aneoo. 5.3 Kansaseeocccoooaoa.. +.4

! Source: The Technicai Commurtee report on Califorma’'s Abiiity :0 Tinance Higher Zducanon.
1960-1975, op. =&, Tapie 35.



STATE’S ABILITY TO FINANCE HIGHER ZDUCATION 183

-

TABLE 33

Per Cant of Personal Income of the States Spenrt far Punlic Higner
Education, 1952-58, Combined Average *

Per - | Per Der
State I cent : State ' ceat | State ; cent
New Mexiconn-nn--_| 1.34 || Mississippi—---__| 0.80 | CALIFORNIA...___} 0.46
18127, TR I'1.34 ! North Caroiina......! .79 4 I
North Dakota_....... 1.17 }| Oregofacaaccoooo.o 1 0.77 | Kentueky.......... | 0.43
Oklaboma.cecccaeaaa 1.12 ) IdaROem ccecccaaanas » 0.75 . Maimeo .. ...... | 0.45
South Dakota....... ' 1.01 | South Carolina._._.. {1 0.74 " Nevada._....._.._.i 0.43
Colorado o oo.___. i 1.00 | Alabama.._..._.._. 0.72 ;) Marylandaa...__.._0 0.42
Minnesota..cca.....! 0.94 | West Virginia_...... 0.67 i| Vermonteaaeoo...... 0.42
Montana.cccceuaun. | 0.94 il Nebraska........... 0.66 il IllinoiSecaeee-.__...i 0.36
Wyominog --eceeu-- ! 0.94 1| Wisconsife.o.oooooe 10.62 | Ohioeec oo 0.33
AnzZonaece e cancnn i 0.92 :{ New Hampshire..... 1 0.61 :| Rhode Isiand...._.. 1 0.35
Arkansas............; 0.89 || Virginia..oo_...__..; 0.61 ] Missouri..__..... 10.32
Louisiana-——---..__.! 0.89 ! Deiaware .. .__... 0.58 .| Connectcut..._.... 10.30
Towa. coceeceaae. I 0.86 ! Georglac cucccmaaan 0.38 }j New Jerseyo....... [ 0.22
Kansag.ceeoouanaaos, 0.86 i| Tennessee. ... . 0.56 1| Pennsylvania_......; 0.2
Indiana .. .._..... i 0.85 | Texasececacaoaacaan 0.55 ! New Yorko......_... 0.16
Michigan. .. _._____. 0.83 || Fioridaecocooo ... 0.51 | Massachusetts..._..} 0.13
Washington. . _...... l 0.81: : I
, i \

1 Source: The Technical Committee report on California’s Ability to Finance Higher Educarion,
1960-1975, op. cit., Table 29.

the junior colleges, the state colleges and the University.? It was
found that California spends 0.46 per cent, or less than one-half of
one per cent, of its personal income for public higher education,
thus making it thirty-fourth among the states in this respect. Nine
states, all west of the Mississippi River, made more than double the
relative efort of California to support public higher education, as
measured by this criterion.

Relation of per Capita Expenditures to per Capita Income. As a
third measure of effort, computations were made to determine the
per capita expenditures for higher education in relation to the per
capita income ior each of the states. These ratios, based upon an
average ratio for the vears 1952-38, inclusive, indicate the relative
effort of the states on a per capita basis. Bv this measure, California
has contributed about J.68 per cent—slightly more than one-half of
one per cent—of its per capita income for per capita expenditures on
higher education. A total of 24 states expended greater effort than

Since the Sgures inciude only state appropnadons, the grants from :he federai government
for speaal research conmacts_:o tae Uaversity are 2ot inciuded. For 1957-33. :hose granss

amounted :0 3114.306,630. [Tkis agure :s taken :zom page 23 of the Umiversity of ‘Caiiroraia

Financiai Report for 1938-39.;
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California in terms of per capita expenditures or digher education as
compared with per capiia income. { See Table 36.)

TABLE 36

Ranking of the States—Average of Years 1952-58—in Per Cent That Per Capita
State Expenditures for Higher Education Were of Per Capita income !

Per Per i ' Per
Stace ceat State ceat | State | ceat
New Mezico. ... ... 1.38 || Mississiopi.-ooeo .. 0.80 || Texaseeeeoomomn.. ) 0.55
16120 S 1.38 || North Carolina...... 0.80 || Flofidamamuneuunnn--- | 0.53
North Dakota....... 1,191 Oregofin o cccucene- 0.78 il Nevada._........_. 0.48
Oklaboma...........| 1.11 || Nebraska....-...... 0.77 || Maine. ... To- | 0.43
Coloradoecceeccen.-- 1.03 || IdabOcanccuccaaceaan 0.76 | Maryland. . ....._.. ] 0.43
South Dakota....... 1.03 |} South Carolina._._.. 0.76 i Vermonte o cceeo--... 0.42
Arizona...cceanee.-. 0.97 | Alabama_._.__..... 0.73 | IHlinoiSeeecccuaaoo! 0.37
Minnesota..ocouoe-. 0.96 i i| Kentucky - -ccoo... [ 0.37
Montana.oceceeeo-. 0.96 il CALIFORNIA...... *0.68 /| OhiOmeemncceeeoaa. 0.36
Wyoming. cccccuae-- 0.94 4 Rhode Island....... 0.35
Louisiana. ... 0.90 | West Virginia-oo---- | 0.67 ;| Missoufieeeeeno-.. | 0.32
(1 VN, 0.88 1 Wisconsin. « ecuee... i 0.63 i} Connecticut...._...[ 0.30
Ackansas..__.______.] 0.87 | New Hampshire..... 0.62 4 New Jerse¥Voouo . ... l0.23
Indiana.ooceeeaoao.. 0.87 || Delaware. .o -___. 0.61 ;| Pennsyivania__..... l 0.20
Kansas. cooueooona-. 0.87 | Tennessee. . _o.__... 0.61 !| New Yorkoo___._... 1 0.16
Michigan. —eoeee--- 0.86 | Virginia.oocueeeoo- ! 0.61 !| Massacausetts.. ... 10.13
Washington.e.co. ... 0.82 || Georgia..oooaao.... { 0.59! l
! |

1 Source: The Technical Committee report on California’s Ability to Fimance Higher Education,

1960-1975, op. cis., Table 33.

® Only staze support is inciuded. The junior colleges recaive approximateiy 70 per cent of their
A ] f ; o 3 n3 L

funds; and if

these were included., Califormia’s ranking would be raised.

Fvpngs

The major findings of this chapter follow:

1. California’s civilian population is expected to increase from
15,530,000 in 1960 to 25,755,000 in 1973, an increase of 66

per cent.

2. Between 1960 and 1975 civilian personal income is expected 0

increase from 40

billion dollars to 94.3 billion dollars, an in-

crease of 136 per cent. (It should be noted that this is more
than twice the per cent of increase expected of the civiiian popu-
lation during the same period.}

3. State General Fund revenues are estimated to increase from
1.36 biilion doilars in 1960-91 to 3.34 billion dollars in 1974-73,

an increase of 12

-
7 per cent.
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. Existing state operations and !ocai assistance financed irom the

State’s Generai Fund exclusive of the state’s support Ior higher
education is estimated to increase from !.32 billion doilars in
1960-61 to 3.03 billion dollars in 1974-73. an increase of 1350
per cent.

The difference between General Fund revenue estimates and the
expenditures for all state services and local assistance except
higher education ranges from 241 million dollars in 1960-61 to
504 million dollars in 1974-73.

In 1957-58, 13.38 per cent of the General Fund expenditures
were for the support of higher education. If that same percent-
age is applied to the General Fund estimates for 1960-61 and
again for 1974-75, the results are 214 million dollars and 486
million dollars respectively. (It should be noted that these are
not greatly different than those shown in Item 3 above, which
were computed by another method.)

. California ranked twenty-first among the states when compared

on the per cent which the average tax collections were of total
personal income for the period 1953-38, inclusive.

When compared with the other states in the nation on the basis
of the average per cent of total personal income spent for public
higher education for the years 1952-38, California ranked thirty-
fourth.

When compared with the average per cent that per capita ex-
penditures for higher education were of per capita income for
the years 1952-58, California ranked twenty-fiith among the
states.



CrarTER XI

WILL CALIFORNIA PAY THE BILL?

Assembly Concurrent Resolution 88 charged higher education with
responsibility to avoid unnecessary expenditures of state funds. Be-
cause of the importance oi the problem involved in meeting this
responsibility, two technical committees were organized to probe
its essential aspects. The Technical Committee on Costs investigated
the financial needs of higher educational segments. Its results are
reported in Chapter IX. The Technical Committee on California’s
Ability to Finance Higher Education investigated the future balance
of state funds in relation to revenues and expenditures to determine
available income for state-supported higher education. The results
of this study are reported in Chapter X.

The purpose of this chapter is to make some comparison of the
estimated costs of public higher education to the state as found in
Chapter IX and the total projected revenues as shown in Chapter X,
and to determine what proportion of these revenues might be avail-
able for the support of public higher education through 1975. A
basis is thus laid upon which conclusions can be drawn regarding
the outlook for the future.

One of the early issues debated by the Survey Team was the
extent to which educational policies were to be based on, or deter-
mined by, economic factors. Pressure on the state to expand its serv-
ices in all areas of human welfare in the future implies heavy financial
obligations. The tremendous growth of public higher education enroil-
ments presaged high future costs. In view of the heavy fnancial
demands on the state in the [uture, however, it was obvious that the
economic outlook was one of the very important factors in educa-
rional planning.

If, however. economics were the only basis on which pubiic aigner
education in California is examined. the solution to many of its
problems would be fairly simple. For example. state funds could be
saved by shifting most of the lower division students from the Univer-
sity and the state colleges to the junior colleges. because the schooi
7188
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districts operatung junior coileges provide about two-thirds of their
operating costs and ail the capitai outlay. Likewise. it wouid appear
more economicai for the state to shiit some upper division and degin-
ning graduate students irom the University to state coilege campuses
in order to conserve capitai outlay and instruction costs invoived in
the more expensive University programs. On the other hand, econ-
omy is effected to the extent to which high cost curricula, particu-
larly professional schools, are concentrated on University campuses,
rather than supporting many such curricula, each with few students
both at the University and at the state colleges. Another economy
measure would be to give each of the public segments responsibility
for a particular level of instruction, ie., junior colleges for lower
division, state colleges for upper division, and universities for grad-
uate work, and to permit establishment of new institutions only as
justified by forecasted minimum enrollments in the area of primary
responsibility. None of these ideas proved acceptable. Good educa-
tional planning requires consideration of many factors other than
the price tag.
Fovancrar OuTrook

A comparison of the state’s estimated revenues with its anticipated
expenditures indicates that, other conditions remaining relatively
normal, about one-half billion dollars ($503,940,000), will be avail-
able in 1975 aiter all state services except public higher education
are financed. Admittedly, this is merely a projected figure,.based
upon anticipated future conditions in-the light of past experiences
and the assumption that other state services and local assistance will
continue at the current level,’ which at any time could be altered
by many circumstances, including legislative action.

Will one-half billion dollars of state support be adequate to meet
the needs of public higher education in 1975? The weight of evidence
points to the inadequacy of this level of support—as substantial as
the support may seem. Several factors support this viewpoint:

1. The Technical Commirttee on Costs estimates that if the same

level of support is provided in the future as in the past. and the
Master Plan recommendations to divert lower division students

! The following quotation is taken from the report of the Technical Commirtee on California’s
Ability to Financs Higner Educatnion, [960-1975: *“Underiving ail inese esumates is one basic
assumpdon. It :s assumed thac the scope and quaiity of the re:evant services are being extended
into the future ar tn=ir present levei: 1o adiustment :s made for prooable but unpredicradie furure
changes 1n the sCope ana quality ot the services providea.”
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to the junior colleges and :o increase state support ior taeir
operation are carried out. in 1975-76 the totai costs of pubiic
higher education to the state (curreat and capitai costs) wiil de
683.5 million doilars.

2. The costs of instruction and researcn, which increasingly wiil
require more complex facilities to keep pace with rapid tech-
nological developments, are steadily increasing.

3. Estimates of future educational expenditures tend to be conserv-
ative, as proven by rechecking the projections made in both the
Strayer Report in 1948 and the Restudy in 1953, with demands
for increased services and programs surpassing by far the level
of operations of a decade earlier.

It should be clearly understood that the 1975-76 estimate as given
in paragraph 1 above is only to maintain the present level of educa-
tional support and opportunity. The Master Plan Team believes,
however, that the state’s systems of higher education should be sub-
ject to continuous improvement. Some proposals within this report,
designed to improve higher education conditions, will require funds
in addition to those now available for implementation. For example,
recommendations which have already been approved by both the
State Board oi Education and The Regents provide for more scholar-
ships, increased faculty salaries, and additional fringe benefits, and
increased junior college apportionments. If state support is provided
for these and many other desirable improvements, the anticipated
income of one-half billion dollars appears even less adequate to meet
future estimated expenditures.

As current revenues become inadequate to finance both current
expenditures and capital outlay costs, one means of alleviating the
immediate financial burden is to resort to borrowing for capital outlay
purposes. The deferment of capital outlay costs through bonds will
spread the financial burden for new buildings in part over the next
generation, which will make most use of these facilities. The Master
Plan Survey Team believes that such a bond issue should be confined
solely to higher education. which would undoubtedly have greater
appeal to the public than a general bond issue. The team believes
that the bond issue should be voted in the early part of this decade
(1962 or 1964) and that the proceeds should be apportioned fairly
among the three segments of pubiic higher education. Allocation by
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the state of capitai outlay funds ior the junior -oileges is recom-
mended in this report as one means oI aelping them to provide ac-
commodations {or the greater number ot students in the rfuture.

If, as evidence in this report cleariy indicates. it is necessarv :or
the state to assume an increased fnanciai burcdena in order to main-
tain the present level of educational services, can the state raise
additional taxes or appropriate a larger share of the available income
to public higher education or both? A comparison of California’s
effort to provide for higher education with similar data from other
states, as found in Chapter X, shows that California’s effort to sup-
port higher education is good but not excellent. Although California
is noted for its wealth, its state tax collections represent only a mod-
erate per cent of its total personal income, as compared with other-
states. The per cent of personal income in California allocated to
public higher education is comparatively low; for the period 1952-
1958 a total of 33 states devoted a higher per cent of their income to
public higher education than did California. Moreover, the per capita
comparison of expenditure with income shows that California is about
average among all states in its effort to support public higher educa-
tion. It should be noted that these comparisons are based on state
financing of higher education, thus including only state support and
not the local financing of junior colleges.

Some states devote nearly three times as high a per cent of their
incomes to public higher education as does California. Even though
this state possesses the taxable wealth, a critical question concerns
its willingness to use larger proportions of this wealth for its educa-
tional welfare. The best evidence of the state’s commitment to the
support of public education is found in the following paragraph taken
from Section 15 of Article XIII of the State Constitution, added in
1933, during the depths of the depression.

QOut of the revenue from state taxes for which provision is made in zhis
article, together with all other stzte revenues, there shail irst be set apar:
the moneys to be applied by :he State to :he support of the Puplic Scaooi
System and the State University.

This commitment. together with the high-level support Caiifornia
has given education over the vears® convinces the Master Plan

N

203f the Sudger subrmitred 5Sv_Governor Edmund G. 3rown o :he Leaisiaiure or :hze ~ear
i960-61 :n :he amount of 32.+77,:121.573, 31.052.575.000 or -2.5 ner :enr uf :ne worai Jor
62 .ents out or =very Genera: fund coudar: s SCr e sUDDOCZ 2f 3UDIE 2SUCALIOR. ~OCf ne “e3r
1956-57 the per cent in tne budget Ior saucation was 3r.3.
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Survey Team that whatever is required in the future :o ofer juaii-
fied students an emicient program oi public higher equcation wiil e
provided by the citizens of the state. As pointed out in this discus-
sion and more fuily presented in the rabies in Chapter X. California’s
efforts in the support of higher education are reiativeiy low when
compared with other states.

CoMPARISON OF ESTIMATED REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES

Table 33 in Chapter X shows the difference between estimated
general fund revenues and the estimated expenditures for all state
services maintained at their 1958 level except higher education for
certain years to and including 1975.

Chapter IX gives the estimated total expenditures and state funds
required for public higher education on two bases, i.e., a continuation
of the present status quo projections and the implementation of the
Master Plan recommendations for the diversion to the junior colleges
by 1975 of some 42,600 * lower division students expected to be en-
rolled in the state colleges and the University of California.

A comparison of the cost to the state of these plans for the fiscal
years 1963-66, 1970-71, and 1975-76 is shown in Table 37. Attention
is called in particular to the following data that are presented in this
table:

1. The modified plan would cost the state 41.5 million dollars less
in 1965-66 and 17.9 million dollars less in 1970-71 than the
status quo plan. At all three levels, lower division, upper divi-
sion, and graduate, the cost to the state is less for the modifed
plan.

2. For the year 1973-76, however, it is estimated that the modiied
plan will cost the state 18 million dollars more than the stazus
quo plan, because of the added costs for upper division and
graduate work. It should be noted, however. that in this vear
the increased apportionment to the junior colleges wiil amount
to 37.4 million dollars. or more than twice that of the added cost
of the modijied plan to the state.

3 Although :the Master Plan -ecommends the diversion of 30.000 lower division srudenrs o

"he jumior coileges by 1975. :he agures providea v the Techmicai Commurzee on Zaroilment
Projections esumated that tdis diversion by .975 wouid inciuae omy +2.500 stuqgents.
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TABLE 37

Difference derween Annuai State Appropriations for Modified P!an and Those
for Status Quo Projections, Fiscal Years, 1965-66. 1970-71, and 1975-76

(In millions of dollars—minus number means modified amount is less)

Lower ' Uoper | Graduate -

. division : division ; division 1 Totai
Fiscal year 1965-66 : i
Current expenditures: : : : !

Public junior coileges i ! :
Earoilment increase oo e eecceeneeeaannn. | 2. e eecaciccemaaas =213
Apportionment—per cent increase’._._........ +6.4 ______. N +6.4

State colleges - - oo oo R I R b S N

University of California_o oo .. _____._ .} =82 =73 =473 =218

TOALe e e e oo | —11.91 —8.9 : —6.5; —27.1

TOtl e ececccmecceeeecm e ceeaeeamomanec] =3.2 1 —8.9 1 —6.3 | —i8.4

. ! . ,

Capital ouday:? i ! i '
tate colleges. - ... i N I Por0.t: —3.6
University of California. oo oceomeoanaoaa..l —6.1 i —6.4F —5.0 =17 3
g CL Y B R I —12.1 i —6.4| —+6: 2.1
Total 1965-66 state funds. ... ..o ._..... I —15.3 1 —15.3 | —10.9 | —t1.5

| ' |

Fiscal year 197071 5 | | [

Current expenditures: ! i i |

Public junior colleges i i ; '
Enrollment inerease. ... ool 3.3 iLLLLo_. lemsmmeeal =33
Appordonment—per cent increasei. . ... ...... P +19.0 ceeeee fmmemeneat =19.0

Tt et e e D245 . 2243
State colleges oo oonooeoooiaoamaenans ————— =116, +1.2] +1.0, —9.4
University of California. ... .l =12.4 | —=13.2] —5.83° —51.4

XL SR | —24.0 0 —12.0' —.3, —0.3
0 Y S | 0.5 ' —12.0] —.3. —16.3

Capitai outlay:? | :
State coileges L eaeaaas o —r.3 b =30, =0.6, —=3.7
University of Cailfornia. .o oo ecomeae . —t.3 +31 235 =21
! :

8- Y O { —il.3 5.1 -+ 1 —1.5
Totai 1970-71 state fUNdS. o cmn e ie e, —11.3 —33 —=).7 —=i7.9
Fiscal year 197576 .

Current expenditures: . : i

Pabiic junior coileges ' :

Enroiliment inerease. oo oe oo, = e eeidiemmmaa =31
Aprortonmeatr—oer cent increasé . .. __..._... e T P -7 ¢
0T e e e e e e —48.% e . —=6.7

?Consinued on next scge
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TABLE 37—Continued

Difference 3etween Annuai State Appropriarions for Modified Plan and Those
for Status Quo Projections, Fiscai Years 1965-66, 1970-71, and 1575-76

(In millions of doliars—minus number means modified amount is less)

Lower Cpper ;Grzauue!

i division . division ; Jivision : Touai

Fiscal year 1975-76—Continued i } ; '

Current expenditures—Continued | : i ;
Stare colleges . - oo eooo.- | =20.7 "' =+4.6' +1.5; ~—14.6
University of Californiae caeocumcaoeomaaaanaa. b —20.6; —2.1| =361 —i9.1
L S —u:| +2.5 1-51i-—337—
Total e e ccccccec e acccaee—caaa +£5.61 42,51 43511 +13.2

Capital outlay:? ; ;
State colleges. . .o ceeccoas | =77, +3.3| +0.4. —.0
University of California. o cceee oo caaaes | =56 i +7.87 6.6 ' ~8.3
X —13.3 | +11.1| +7.0} —+.8
Total 1975-76 state funds. oo oo ______ i —7.7 | +13.6 | +12.1 1 =i8.0

1These are the increased amounts of state support o jumior colleges resulting from the Survey
Team'’s recommendation to raise state support from 30 per cent to +5 per cent by 1975.

% Junior colleges are not included here because no provision is made in_either the modiged or
status quo plan for state support for capitzl outay for these instrutions. The figures for the Uni-
versity of California do not include any capital outlay funds for the medical centers. (See Tables
27 and 28 in Chapter IX regarding estimates for junior college capital outlay requirements.)

As stated earlier in this chapter, the Survey Team concluded that
economics is not the only factor of concern in the development of a
Master Plan for higher education. Table 37 shows that the plan to
divert lower division students to the junmior colleges will effect sub-
stantial savings to the state for the years 1963-66 and 1970-71 and
that for the year 1975-76, the added cost is more than oifset by the
increased support of the junior colleges.

In addition to these savings, the Survey Team is convinced that
other recommendations in the Master Plan will likewise result not
only in savings but in better returns for each educational dollar. The
proposed status of the Co-ordinating Council will enable it to prevent
unnecessary duplication of function and effort among the three public
segments, and will make “empire building” difficult.

Table 38 shows a comparison of the two sets of esumates as dJe-
scribed above. The figures in the third column show that additional
funds in the amount of §0.2, 38.3, and 34.! miilion dollars wiil be
required to meet the estimated current expenditures only for the vears
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1963-n0, 1970-71. and 1973-7, respectiveiy. If :0 these are addea
the state requirements for capitai ouday, the dgures Secome 133.1.
178.9. and 127 miilion doilars respectiveiv. These dencits wiil de in-
creased to the extent the Master Plan recommendation ior suate as-
sistance to the junior colleges for capital outlay is carried out and ov

the capital outlay requirements for the University Medical Centers.

TABLE 38

Comparison of the Estimates of General Fund Revenues Available for
Public Higher Education and Estimated Requirements for the
Years 1965-66, 1970-71, and 1975-76

(In millions of doilars)

| Curreat operations

| Geaeral i Estimated : Additonai I Capital outiay
' funds | require- . funds requirements
Years! | availabled meats$ i required from scace funds*
196566 n e { 5243 .4 3303.6 : $560.2 , $92.9
1970-71 o e - . 348.8 437.6 | 38.8 | 90.1
197876 e eceeaeaa ! 336.3 390.6 ! 34.1 i 92.9
| i i

* Data for each fiscal year are co-ordinate with enroilment projections for the fall term of each
y;ags zgx example, the projected enroilments for fail, 1963, are basic :0 Hnanciai projections for
1 .

3 Although these figures are derived from the same source as data appearing in Table 33. they
represent a later year to cowncide with the target dates employed heremn for earoilment and cost
proiecrons. The estimate for 1975-76 of $556.5 miilion. however, has been derived on 1 somewhat
different basis than data in Table 26 of the Report of the Technical Commirtee on Cuiifornia’s
Ability to Financs Higher Educasion, 1960-197S5, which extends oniy 0 1973-75S.

I These figures are taken from data on page 108 of the Report of the Technical Committee on
Com of Higher Education, 1960-1975, and are based on :the "nodxﬁea proiecuons. i.e.. diversion
of lower division students :o the junior coileges. the esrabiishment of new insdtutions, and :m-
creased state supporr for current costs of the junior coileges is ecormnended in tne Yaster Plan.

4 These figures, appearing prevmus.ly in Table 28 under “Towal Capital Outlay,” inciude Fair
and Exposinon Funds but exclude (1) capiral ouday requirements for the Universitv’s medical
centers and (27 any state funds tor junior coilege capical ouuav Furthermors, the cost umpact
of the Survey Team’s recommendanons on ciasstoom and iaDoratory urilization has notr been
included in these 3gures beczuse or 1 further recommendanon that che co-oxiinaung agency unde:-
take, without deiay. a cnmpte:e study or ualizanon in :he juaior coileges. state codeges apd e
Universicy of California for me purpose of mmung such modificanons in the standards heze
recommended 3as are ‘ustded by the hndings. Moreover, these ligures do ot inciude the cost of
library seanng requred o meet :ne Amemncan Library Assoc:aon smndards. For :hese reasoms.
the capitai outlay agures bere 4o aot agree with hose ‘sund 1n Secuon V of the Tecknical
Commurtee Report ecared, Costs of Higher Education :n Caiiformia, (960-1975.

CoNCLTSIONS

All evidence gathered in this study points :0 an unprecedented in-
crease in the demand oi the peopie of Caiifornia {or vpporiunity :0
participate in higher education. a chance {or all who have the capacity
and wiilingness to profit bv college instruc:ion.
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In the lignt or this evidence and the information found in Chaapters
IX. X. and in this chapter. the Master Plan Survey Team conciudes
the following:

L.

California’s present revenue system including the four new tax
measures enacted in 1959 will provide suificient revenue to -
nance current expenditures for state services, including higher
education and local assistance only through 1961-62; there-
after, estimated costs will exceed projected revenues.

Funds for capital outlay cannot be supplied aifter 1960-61 en-
tirely within the present tax structure; thereafter, higher cur-

‘rent revenues or bond issue money or both will be required to

meet higher educational construction needs.

. California can and will, as in both the past and present, provide

adequate support for an efficient program of public higher edu-
cation designed to meet fully the rapidly changing needs of
society.



APPENDIX 1

LEGISLATIVE ACTIONS ON THE MASTER
PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

As noted in the Preface, Governor Edmund G. Brown called a
Special Session of the 1960 Legislature to consider recommendations
in this report which require legislative action. Below are listed those
recommendations followed by the actions taken on them by the Legis-
lature in Special Session. '

MASTER PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS REQUIRING
LEGISLATIVE ACTION

1. A Constitutional Amendment (see Chapter I) with these major

provisions:

a. Precise statement of the functions of each of the three pub-
licly supported segments oi higher education in California

b. The creation of a State College Board of Trustees patterned
after The Regents of the University of California with re-
spect to number, length of terms, method oi appointment,
and autonomy

c. The creation of a Co-ordinating Council of 12 members,
made up of three representatives for each of the three
public segments and the private institutions, to be advisory
to the governing boards and to the appropriate state oificials

2. Expansion oi the existing State Scholarship Program and modi-
fication of it to permit retention oi scholarships awarded stu-
dents who first go to a jumior college. In addition, estabiish-
ment of new state scholarship programs to
a. Provide subsistence grants to holders of existing state schol-

arships: and
b. Provide fellowships for graduate siudents primarily ior the
purpose of diverting more college graduates into teaching

3. Assistance to junior colleges by

r

L 197 .
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1. Graduaily increasing siate support ior curreat operauon
from the existing aporoximately 30 per cent o +3 Der ceat
by 1975; and

b. Providing state funds for capital outlay either through grants
or loans or both

4. Completion without delay “and in any event construction be
started not later than 1962” of the three new campuses approved
by The Regents in 1957 in the San Diego-La Jolla area, the
Southeast-Los Angeles-Orange County area, and the South Cen-
tral Coast area

5. Establishment of new state colleges (these to be in operation
by 1963) as follows:

a. In the vicinity of the Los Angeles International Airport
b. In the San Bernardino-Riverside area

6. Greatly increased salaries and expanded fringe benefits to make
college and university teaching attractive as compared with
business and industry

LEGISLATIVE ACTIONS

A. With respect to the Constitutional Amendment mentioned above,
the Legislature:

1. Approved the submission of a Constitutional Amendment to
the voters in November, 1960, which would enable the Legis-
lature to set terms up to eight vears (instead of 16 years as
included in the Master Plan recommendation) for the new
state college trustees.

2. Passed, and the Governor signed. Senate Bill 35 which incor-
porates practcaily ail the remaining items included in the
recommended Constitutional Amendment. This biil originally
passed the Senate by a vote of 36 to 1, and the Assembly with
certain amendments by a vote of 70 to Q. (The Senate con-
curred in the Assemblv amendments to the biil bv a vote of
28 to 3.) Because of the large number of provisions which it
contains, its significance can be seen best by quoting the meas-
ure aere in full.
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SENATE BILL NO. 33
SecTIoN L. Division 16.3 is added to the Educauon Cude, to read:
DIVISION 16.5. HIGHER EDUCATION
CEAPTER !. GENERAL PROVISIONS

22500. Public higher education consists of (1) all public junior coileges here-
tofore and hereaiter established pursuant to law, (2) all state colleges heretofore
and hereaiter established pursuant to law, and (3) each campus, branch and func-
tion of the University of California heretofore and hereafter establisned by The
Regents of the University of California.

22501. It is hereby declared to be the policy of the Legislature not to author-
ize or to acquire sites for new institutions of public higher education unless such
sites are recommended by the Co-ordinating Council for Higher Education and
not to authorize existing or new institutions of public education, other than those
described in subdivisions (2) and (3) of Section 22500, to offer instruction beyond
the fourteenth grade level.

Nothing in this section shall be construed to require any further recommenda-
tions as a prerequisite to legislative action with respect to state colleges intended
to be in operation by 1965 or University of California carmmpuses intended to be
under construction by 1962, as set forth in the recommendarions contained in the
Master Plan for Higher Education printed at page 42, paragraphs 4 and 6, Senate
Journal (Reguiar Session) for February 1, 1960.

22502. Each segment of public higher education shall strive for excellence in
its sphere, as assigned in this division.

22503. This division shall not affect the existence or status of the state nau-
tical school.

22504. The provisions of this division shall supersede the provisions of any
other law which conflict with the provisions of this division.

CHAPTER 2. UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

22550. The Legislature hereby ands and declares that the University of Cali-
fornia is the primary state-supported academic agency for research.

225351. The university may provide instruction in the liberal arts and sciences
and in the professions, inciuding ke teaching profession. The university 1as ex-
ciusive jurisdiction in public higher education over instruction in the profession
of law, and over graduate instruction ir the professions of medicine, dentistry,
veterinary medicine and architecture.

22552, The university has tke soie authority in public igher education :o

award the doczorai degree in all deids or learning, excent thac it may agree <with
the state colleges t0 award joint doctorai degrees in seiected Jeids.

22533. The university may make reasonable provision for the use of its
library and research ‘acilities v quaiified members of :he Zacuities of other n-
stitutions of public higher education in this State.
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CHAPTER 3. THE STATE COLLEGE SYSTEM

22600. The State College Sysiem snail e administered Dy 1 board Zesignated
as the Trustees of the State Coilege System of Cuiiformia, -viich is zerepy
created.

22601. The board shall be composed of the {oilowing four 2x orficio members:
the Governor. the Lieutenant Governor, the Supennatendenc of Public Iastruccion.
and the person named by the trustees to serve as the chief executive odicer of
the system; and 16 appointive members appointed by the Governor, except that
the members, as oi the effective date of this section, of the State Board of
Education snall serve ex officio 2s and among the first appointive trustees. The
terms of the appointive members shall be four years, except thac the drsc ap-
pointive trustees, including the members of the State Board of Education, shall
classify the terms of their offices by lot so that four of the first appointive terms
shall expire on the first day of March of each calendar year, commencing in 1961
and ending in 1964. The Speaker oi the Assembly shall have the status of a legis-
lative interim committee on the subject of the State College System and shall
meet with the board and participate in its work to the extent that such participa-
tion is not incompatibie with his position as a Member of the Legislature.

22601.5. Notwithstanding Section 22601, commencing on March 1, 1961, the
terms of the appointive trustees shall be eight vears, except that the 16 appointive
trustees serving on February 28, 1961, shall have new terms of office which they
shall classify by lot so that two of the terms of such appointive members shall
expire on the first day of March of each calendar year commencing in 1962 and
ending in 1969.

This section shall become operative only if Seaate Constitutional Amendment
No. | of the 1960 First Extraordinary Session of the Legislature is approved by
the electors.

22602. The expiration of a trustee’s term of office as a member of the State
Board of Education or any eariier vacancy in that office shall create a vacancy
in his trusteeship, unless the term ascribed thereto by lot has already expired.
In case of any vacancy on the board of trustees, the Governor shall appoint a
successor for the baiance of the term as :0 which such vacancy exists.

22603. 1If the trustees and the Regents of the University of California both
consent, the chief executive odicer of the State College System shail sit with the
Regents of the University of California in an advisory capacity and the President
oi the University of California shail sit with the trustees in an advisory capacity.

22604. The Trustees of :he Scate Coilege Sysiem shall succeed to the powers,
duties and functions with respect to the management. administration and control
of the state colleges heretoiore vested in the State Board of Education or in the
Director of Education. including 2ll powers, duties, obligations, and functions
specified in Articie 2 (commencing at Section 24501) of Chapter 11 of Division
18 of this code. and ail obligations assumed bv the State Board of Education
pursuant to that arcicle prior to July 1. 1961.

On and after July !, 1961. the Trustees of the State Coilege Sysiem saail aave
full power and responsibility in the construction and deveiopment of any state
college campus. and any oduiidings or other Iacilities or improvements connected
with ibe State Coilege Svstem. Sucin powers shail be exercised by the Trustees
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of the State College System aotwithstanding the Ddrovisions or Clapter I com-
mencing at Secton :4100) and Chapter 3 {commencing at Section 14230) of
Part 5 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code. =xcept :hat the powers
shail be carried out pursuant :o the procedures prescribed Jy :these iaws.

The provisions of this chapter reiating o the transier ot the powers, quties.
and functions with respect to the management, administration and control of the
state colleges shall become operative on July 1, 1961.

22605. The State College System shall be entirely independent of all political
and sectarian induence and kept free therefrom in the appointment of its trustees
and in the administration of its affairs, and no person shall be debarred admission
to any department of the state colleges on account of sex.

22606. The primary function of the state colleges is the provision of instruc-
tion for .undergraduate students and graduate students, through the master’s
degree, in the liberal arts and sciences, in applied fields and in the professions,
including the teaching proiession. Presently established two-year programs in
agricuiture are authorized, but other two-year programs shall be authorized only
when mutually agreed upon by the Trustees of the State College System and the
State Board of Education. The doctoral degree may be awarded jointly with the
University of California, as provided in Section 22552. Faculty research is author-
ized to the extent that it is consistent with the primary function of the state
colleges and the facilities provided for that function.

22607. All state employees employed on June 30, 1961, in carrying out func-
tions transferred to the Trustees of the State College System of California by
this chapter, except persons employed by the Director of Education in the Divi-
sion of State Colleges and Teacher Education of the Department of Education,
are transferred to the State College System.

Nonacademic empioyees so transferred shall retain their respective positions
in the state service, together with the personnel benefits accumulated by them at
the time of transfer, and shall retain such rights as may attach under the law
to the positions which they held at the time of transier. All nonacademic posi-
tions filled by the trustess on and aiter July 1, 1961, shail be by appointment
made in accordance with Chapter 9 (commencing at Section 24201) of Division
18 of this code, and persons so appointed shall be subject to the provisions of
Chapter 9.

The trustees snail provide, or co-operate in providing, academic and adminis-
trative employees transferred by this section with personnel rights and benents at
least equal to those accumulated by them as emplovees of the state colleges.
except that any administrative employee may be reassigned to an academic or
other position commensurate with iis quaiifications at the salary fixed for that
position and shall have a right to appeal irom such reassignment, but oniy as 0
whether the position :0 which he is reassigned is commensurate with ais quaii-
fications. All academic and administrative positions nlled by the trustees an and
after July 1, 1961, shall be filled by appointment made solely at the discretion of
the trustees. The trustees shail establish and adjust the saiaries and classifications
of all academic and administrative Dositions and aeither Section '8C04 of he
Government Code nor any other provision of !aw requiring approvai dv 2 3tate
officer or agency for such salaries or ciassiCcations shail e appiicabie :hereto.
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The trustees. sowever, shail make 10 idjustnents -viico reguire 2xsenditures :n
2xcess OI axisung 2ppropriations avaiiable for he payment of salaries. The oro-
visions of Chapter Y (commencing at Section 14201) of Division i3 of :his code
relating 0 appeais Irom dismissai, demotion or suspension saail be appiicabie :0
academic smployees.

Persons excluded from :he transier made by this section smail retain ail zhe
rights and privileges conferred upon civil service employees by law. Personnei of
state agencies employed in state coilege work other than those transierred by
this section and who are employed by the trustees prior to July 1, 1962, shall
likewise be provided with personnel rights and benedts at least equal to those
accumulated by them as employees of such state agencies.

CrAPTER 4. JuNIOR COLLEGES

22650. The public junior colleges shall continue to be a part of the public
school system of this State. The State Board of Education shall prescribe mini-
mum standards for the formation and operation of public junior colleges and
exercise general supervision over public junior colleges.

22651. Public junior colleges shall oiffer instruction through but not beyond
the fourteenth grade level, which instruction may include, but shall not be limited
to, programs in one or mote of the following categories: (1) stancdard collegiate
courses for transfer to higher institutions; (2) vocational and technical fields
leading to employment; and (3) genmeral or liberal arts courses. Studies in these
fields may lead to the associate in arts or associate in science degree.

CHAPTER 5. Co-oromvaTiNG CoUNcrL ror HricEER EpUCATION

22700. There is hereby created an advisory body, the Co-ordinating Council
for Higher Education, to be composed of three representatives each of the
University of California, the Stace College System. the public junior colleges. the
private colleges and universities in the State, and the general public. The univer-
sity shall be represented by three representatives appointed by the regents. The
State College System shall be represented by its chief executive officer and two
trustees appointed by the trustees. Public junior colleges shall be represented
by a memper of the State Board of Education or its chief executive officer as
the board may from time to time determine, and a2 member of a local pubiic
junior college governing board and a public junior college administrator. The
junior coilege governing board member shall be selected by the State Board of
Educauon from a list or lists of five names submirtted for its consideration by
any association or associations of state-wide coverage which represent junior
college governing boards. The public junior college administrator shail be seiected
by the State Board of Education from a list of five names submitted for its
consideration by the California Junior College Association. The private colleges
and universities shall be represented by three persons, each of whom shail e
affiliated with a private insuitution of higher education as a govemning board
member or as 2 staf member in an academic or administrative capacity and
shall be appointed by the Governor alter consuitation with an association or
associations of such private institutions. The general pubiic shail be represented
by three membpers appointed by the Governor. Appointments and removals made
pursuant to this section snail be at the sole discretion of the appointing authority
specified here:n.
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22701. The council shail appoint and may remove a director in the manner
hereinafter specified. He shail ippoint persons :0 sucih staf Dositions as the
councli may authorize.

22702. The councii shall prescribe rules for the transaction of its own afairs.
subject, however, to the foilowing requirements and limitations: (1) the votes
of all representatives shall be recorded; (2) effective action shall require the
affirmative vote oi eight members; and (3) the affirmative votes of 10 members
shall be necessary to the appointment or removal of the director.

22703. The co-ordinating council shail have the following functions, advisory
to the governing boards of the institutions of public higher education and to
appropriate state officials; (1) review of the annual budget and carital outlay
requests of the university and the State College System, and presentation of
comments on the general level of support sought; (2) advice as to the applica-
tion of the provisions of this division delineating the diferent functions of public
higher education and counsel as to the programs appropriate to each segment
thereof, and in connection therewith shall submit to the Governor and to the
Legislature within five days of the beginning of each general session a report
which contains recommendations as to necessary or desirable changes, if any, in
the functions and programs of the several segments of public higher education;
and (3) development of plans for the orderly growth of public higher education
and the making of recommendations on the need for and location of new facilities
and programs.

22704. The council shall have power to require the institutions of public
higher education to submit data on costs, seiection and retention of students,
enrollments, plant capacities and other matters pertinent to efective planning
and co-ordination, and shall furnish information concerning such matters to the
Governor and to the Legisiature as requested by them.

2270S. This division shall be known and may be cited as the Donahoe Higher
Education Act.

Sec. 2. There is hereby appropriated from the General Fund for the support
of the state system of higher education the sum of one bundred thirty-one thou-
sand eight hundred sixty dollars ($131.360), or so much thereof as may be
necessary, to be expended as follows:

(a) To the Trustees of the State College System of California for expenses
incurred by the trustees pursuant to Chaoter 3 {commencing at Section 225C0)
of Division 16.3 of the Educauon Code, including pianning for the unincerrupted
performance of the functions and duties transferred to the board ... $81.360

(b) To rhe Co-ordinating Council for Higher Education for expenses incurred
by the council pursuant to Chapter 5 (commencing at Section 22700) of Division
16.5 of the Education Code .. 352.000

5. Other measures passed., and signed bv the Governor <wiere
required, to give the new state coilege trustees autonomy be-
vond that now held by the State Board oi Education with
respect to the state colleges:

a. Senate Concurrenr Resoiution 6. which states it 0 be the
policy of the Legislature ro give the trustees of the state
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college svstem **. . . a large degree of dexibility in derer-
mining the most efective use of Iunds available ior higher
education in the state colleges . . .” and that . . . it is

the desire and intention oi the Legisiature that budger bills
hereafter enacted shail provide for the state college system
certain exemptions from fiscal and budgetary controls simi-
lar to those exemptions presently granted to the University
of California . . .”

b. Power to accept giits or donations of real or personal prop-
erty wiich will aid in carrying out the primary functions
of the state colleges as defined in SB 33 above

- ¢. Authority to give vice presidents and deans in the state
colleges tenure as academic teaching emplovees rather than
continue the present practice of giving tenure at the same
level and salary step or higher of vice presidents or deans

B. Other legislative actions relating to the Master Plan recommenda-
tions and signed by the Governor where required:
1. Passed AB 10 which amends the existing state scholarship law
as follows:

a. Increases the maximum number of state scholarships irom
2,560 to 5,120 by 1964

b. Increases the maximum award from $600 to $900

c. Permits an award winner who elects to go first to a junior
college to have his scholarship held in trust for not to exceed
two years and three months

d. Repeals the terminal date of July 1, 1964, for the scholar-
ship program

2. Approved without appropriation new state colleges:
a. In the Los Angeles area. vicinity of the International Air-
port
b. In the San Bernardino-Riverside area
. Gave final approval for the establishment of a new state col-
lege (action first taken on this in 1957) in the North Bay
area and named it :he Sonoma State College

(O3]

4. Appropriated 3 million dollars to the University of California
subject to release by the Director of Finance . . . ior cam-
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pus pianning and deveiopment inciuding real property acqui-
sition as may be determined by the Governor, Board of Re-
gents and Director of Finance . . .”

5. Appropriated funds for a 74 per cent increase oi academic
faculty salaries in the state colleges and the University of
California |

6. Passed House Resolution 16, which requests the Department

of Finance and the Legislative Analyst with the assistance of
the Department of Education and the University oi California

to make a study “. . . of standards of utilization and occu-
pancy of instructional areas in the state colleges and the Uni-
versity of California . . .” and submit a report to the Legis-

lature during the 1961 general session

C. Bills introduced but referred for interim study by legislative
committees:

1. Several bills were introduced to provide additional state funds
to the junior colleges for current operation and for state assist-
ance for their capital outlay purposes by both grants and loans
in accordance with the Master Plan recommendations. These
were all referred for interim study through the passage of
House Resolution 22 from which the following is taken:

Resolved by the Assembly of the State of California, That the Assem-
bly of the State of California recognizes its obligations to the jumior col-
leges in increased assistance to the junior coileges in both capital con-
struction funds and increased operating expenses: and be it further

Resolved, That the assignment of Assembly Biils No. 37, 40 and 45,
of the 1960 First Extraordinary Session to interim study has been done
so that a thorough study can be made of the degree to which the financial
obligations of the State can best be met, and substantiai and edective
assistance given 0 the junmior colleges; and be it further

Resolved. That the Assembly Interim Committee on Education is di-
rected, after work with the Department of Finance and the Office of th
Legisiative Anaiyst, to submit to :he Assembly by the Aith caiendar day
of the 1961 Reguiar Session of the Legislature 2 report which wiil recom-
mend the tvpe and degree of State support for junior colleges; and be it
further

Resoived. That the Assembiy requests the State Board of Education
and the Regents of the University of Caiifornia to deiay impiementaton
of :heir proposed diversion of 30.CCO students 0 :he junior colleges untii
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action has been taken by the Legislature which wouid Snanciaily assist
the junior coileges to adequately educate :hese students . . .

2. Bills were likewise introduced to set up junior college scholar-
ships, subsistence grants to state scholarship holders and for
graduate fellowships. These matters, like the support items for
the junior colleges, were referred for interim study.
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JOINT ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPORT ON

DIFFERENTIATION OF FUNCTION AMONG

THE PUBLICLY SUPPORTED SEGMENTS OF

HIGHER EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA AS

AMENDED BY THE MASTER PLAN SURVEY
TEAM

CoMMENTS BY MASTER PraN StUrvEY TEAM

At the March 14, 1959, joint meeting oi the State Board oi Edu-

cation and The Regents of the University of California this resolu-
tion was adopted:

Thereiore, Be it Resolved by the two Boards that the Joint Advisory Com-
mittee not only shall consider questions concerning the co-ordination orf public
higher education in California, but also the establishment of additional cam-
puses, and the relationship between the three segments of public higher educa-

tion in respect to their functions, admission requirements, and programs in
order to reduce unnecessary duplication of campuses, facilities, and programs.

In accordance with this action the Joint Advisory Committee at its
first meeting on March 26, 1959, began consideration of the complex
problem of differentiation of function, which it continued for the next
six meetings. On October 27, 1959, J. Burton Vasche, Chairman
transmitted to the Survey Team the Joint Advisory Commirttee’s final
draft statement entitled, “Functions of the Junior Colleges, State
Colleges, and the University oif California.” The Survey Team gave
extended consideration to this statement and is in essential agreement,
with these exceptions:

1. The creation of a commission to study the need for additional

college teachers in California and, if such a need is found. how
best can it be met

N

. The drawing oi state coilege students irom the upper +0 per
cent and University students from :the upper 13 per cent of all
California public high school graduates

[¥33

. The statement on research in the state colleges

[ 207]
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4. The inciusion of 3 section deaiing <with extension programs and
adult education

Accordingiy, the Survey Team modified the joint Advisorv Com-
mittee statement and inserted a statement on the institutional func-
tions of the state colleges and the University or Caliiornia on the
awarding of joint doctoral degrees as provided in the proposed con-
stitutional amendment. As thus modified, the statement was recom-
mended to the Liaison Committee on December 17, 1959, and was
approved for transmission to the joint meeting of the two boards on
December 18. However, at the request of The Regents the statement
was withdrawn from the materials considered by the two boards on
the grounds that there was possible conilict between the functions as
given in this statement and those incorporated in the proposed con-
stitutional amendment. The Survey Team believes that the Joint
Advisory Committee statement as amended by the team will be of
use to the Co-ordinating Council when it is established. Accordingly,
the Survey Team suggests that the Joint Advisory Committee report
be referred by the Liaison Committee to the new Co-ordinating
Council when it is established and that the section of this report
entitled “Extension Programs and Adult Education” be reierred by
the Liaison Committee to the State Advisory Committee on Adult
Education.

InsTrRUCTIONAL FUNCTIONS

The junior colleges will provide:

1. The first two years of a collegiate education for students plan-
ning to complete work for baccalaureate degrees

2. Two-year associate in arts degree programs with broad applica-
tion for citizenship, health, family living, science, and basic
communication needed by citizens

3. Vocational-technical, general education and training to prepare
students for occupations which require two years of training
or less

1. Counseling services sufficiently extensive to meer the needs of
a nonseiected group

5. Remedial courses ior students whose preparation for their
chosen curricuia is inadequarte



APPENDIX [I—aDVISORY COMMITTEE REPORT =09
5. Vocationai-technicai., generai education, and other appropriate
programs ior part-iime students
The state coileges will provide:

1. A broad program ieading to baccaiaureate degrees (a) In arts
and sciences, with majors in the standard subject areas, and
(b) in applied fields that by their nature require four vears of
collegiate education

2. Programs designed to discharge their major responsibility for
the preparation of teachers

3. Programs of graduate study leading to the master’s degree in
arts and sciences and in applied fields

[In addition to the foregoing the state colleges may award the doc-
toral degree jointly with the University of California.]?!

The University of California will provide:

1. Broadly based instruction leading to the baccalaureate degrees

2. Graduate programs leading to master’s degrees and doctoral
degrees, and programs of postdoctoral instruction

3. Instruction in professional fields
4. Programs for the preparation of teachers

[In addition to the foregoing, the University may award the doctoral
degree jointly with the state colleges.] 2

ADMISSION POLICIES
The junior colleges will:
Admit all graduates of California high schools who desire to con-
tinue their education and others whose maturity indicates potential
success in post-high-school education.
The state colleges will:

1. Admit students who typically rank in the upper 334 per cent?
of all graduates of public high schools in Caiifornia

2. Admit qualified transier students

i Added by the Survey Team.
2 Ibid.

3 In the Joint Adwisary Commirttee report tius Sgure was <40 per cent.
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5. Admit to graduate study quaiified graduates oI institutions of
higher learning

4, Expand upper division and graduate =aroilments iaster than
the lower division earollments

The University of California will:

1. Admit students who typicaily rank in the upper 124 per cent '’
of all.graduates of public high schools in California

2. Admit qualified transfer students

3. Admit to graduate study qualified graduates of insttutions of
higher learning

4, Expand upper division and graduate enrollments faster than
the lower division enrollments

In addition all three segments will:
Meet the special needs of superior students by co-operating with
high schools in admitting certain gifted high school seniors to college
courses while they are completing their high school work. Already
sanctioned by law in the case of the junior colleges and followed by
some campuses oi the University, the practice should be authorized
for the state colleges also.

RESEARCH
The junior colleges wilke ’

Consider themselves instructional institutions with work confined
to the lower divisions; hence, research should be directed toward
improving the quality of junior college instruction.

[In addition, junior college faculty should be encouraged to pursue
individual research during summers and whenever possible during
the academic year.] *

The state colleges will:

1. Recognize that instruction is their paramount iunction and will
provide library, laboratory, and other facilities appropriate to
the degrees orfered.

2. Carry on research. using facilities provided for and consistent
with the primary function of the state colleges.®

¢ In the Joint Advisory Committee report this igure was +0 per cemt.
§ Added by tne Survey Team.
¢ This szatement was modifed by the Survey Team.
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The University of Caiifornia wiil:

1. Be the primary state-supported academic agency ior researcA.
both basic and applied

2. Be the primary public repository for scarce documents and
other unique library resources needed for the doctor’s degree
and for research programs

3. As part of its responsibility for scholarly work, make its re-
search and library facilities available to qualified members of
faculties of other institutions
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defined, 172

for out-oi-state residents, 14, 172

incidental, 172

necessity for increase in, 173

recommendations for state colleges
and University of California,
14, 174, 173

Survey Team views on, 173

Fellowships, 77. See also Scirolarships;

Students
financial assistance to graduate stu-
dents recommended, 11, 135
State Graduate Fellowship Program,
6, 76 :

“First-Run Status Quo Projections of
Enrollments of California In-
stitutions of Higher Learning
Included in the Master Plan
Survey,” 30

Four-quarter System, 8, 95, 98

Full-time, 119, 120

Full-time Equivalent (FTE)

how determined. 7 (aote 9)

in building requirements projections,
7, 97

of state-wide personnel for state col-
lege system. 30

reason not used in faculty demand
study, 119, 120

Function. See Struciure. Function ind
Co-ordinarion

“Functions of the Junior Coileges.
State Coileges. and the Univer-
sity of Caiifornia.” See Jommt
Advisory Commictee

Institu-
and Area
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Graduate Programs. See aiso Casis;
Doctorai Degrees; Enroilments:
Focuity Demand and Supply

assumptions concerning Dproduction
of graduate degrees, 116. 117

costs of, in state colleges and Uni-
versity of California, 1957-38,
155, 159

distribution of graduate division en-
rollment, 1975, modified projec-
tions, (in Tables 9 and 10), 61,
63

effect of recommended diversion of
lower division students, 169

financial assistance to graduate stu-
dents recommended, 11, 135

graduate division enrollment projec-
tions, status quo and modified,
(in Table 11), 64

graduate division student capacities
compared with 1975 enrollment
projections, (in Table 16), 89

graduate enroliment increase in state
colleges and University of Cali-
fornia, 1958-1975, 109

Joint Advisory Committee on, (Ap-
pendix II), 209, 210

limitation of certain new state col-
lege and University campuses
to upper and graduate division
work, 111

modification of space standards in
state colleges due to, 95, 96

projections of doctorates checked
against estimated graduate en-
rollments, 127

recommendations concerning, 11, 12,
135, 136

state colleges and University to em-
phasize upper and graduate di-
visions, 6, 59, 63

state funds and high-cost of gradu-
ate programs, 188, 189

State Graduate Fellowship Program
recommended. 6, 79

unused physical capacity for gradu-
ate students at doctorai level,
90, 91

Health Services, 8, 98

MASTER PLAN FOR HIGHER EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA

High 3chool Graduates. Jee 5o Zn-

roilments

basis of coilege enroilment proiec-
tions. +7

efect of raising standards of admis-
sion, 72

estimated increase in, 1957-33 to
1974-75, 109

geographical distribution of, 100-
104

junior colleges wiil admit all. 70,
(See also Appendixz II), 209

projection by ‘“grade progression”
method, 47

state colleges will admit, 70, (See
aso Appendiz II), 209, 210

University will admit, 70, (See also
Appendiz IT), 210

Higher Education. See also specific

topics such as Admission Poli-
cies, Costs of Higher Education,
Enrollments, Junior Colleges,
Physical Plant Needs, State
Colleges, University of Cali-
fornia

analysis of unit operating costs of,
15¢

basic issues, xi, 27, 28, 34

California’s ability to finance, 176-37

colleges and Universities included in
this study. 83

Co-ordinating Council for, 3, 43, 44

complexity of machinery for govem-
ing, 28, 38

costs of. 146-75

defined, (Appendix I), 199

earlier studies of co-ordination, 16

effort to support. 182

eligibility for (Figure 4%, 73

financial outlook, 139

impact of Liaison Committee on, 13

legisiative actions on Master Plan
recommendations for, (Appen-
dix I)

legislature requested Master Plan
for, 1

need for Co-ordinating Agency, 23

obiectives of Master Plan Survey
Team, 27
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“one of the most cosudy acuvities of
State government.” 18

organization chart for Master Plan
Survey, 25

policy for, 23

projected costs of, 163

ranking of states on state expendi-
tures for, 184-36

savings to state, 194

“shall consist of,” 2

State’s commitment to support of,
191

structure, function and co-ordina-
tion of, 27-44

Survey Team conclusions on future
outlook for California, 194-96

voluntary co-ordinating machinery,
19, 20, 21, 38

Independent Institutions. See aiso En-
rollments, Faculty Demand and
Supply, Institutional Capacities,
Structure, Function, and Co-or-
dingtion

advisory relationship of proposed
Co-ordinating Council, (Figure
2), 40

Association of Independent Califor-
nia Colleges and Universities,
22

contributions to the state, xi
(Preface)

costs of higher education, 146-48

assumption regarding independent
institutions, 147

total expenditures for ail Cali-
fornia higher education, 146,
148

enrollment distribution and growth,

50-63
assumption regarding independent
institutions, 30, 52
comparison of stalus quo and
modified projections (table), 64
full-time enrollments in California
(basic :able}, 31
greatest zrowth in independent in-
stitutions at graduate level, 36
modified projections, 60-63
status gquo projections, +7-39

71Q

- -

facuity suppiy 2nd demand. 115-36
characteristics of Dew facuity,
124, 125
comparison OI Dprojected suppiy
with demand, 128, 129
findings, 132
projections of net demand (table),
126
projections of net supply (table),
128
recommendations, 11, 12, 133, 136
Master Plan recommendations of in-
terest to:
adoption of rigorous admission
and retention standards, 5, 76
annual report to Co-ordinating
Council on retention statistics,
6, 76, 77
Co-ordinating Council study of
calendar plans and year-round
use of physical plants, 8, 98
expansion of State Scholarship
and Fellowship Program, 6, 78,
79
expansion and encouragement of
graduate training programs, 11,
12, 135, 136
representation on proposed Co-or-
dinating Council, 3, 39, 43
representation on State Advisory
Committee on Adult Education,
13, 144
uniformity in probation and dis-
missal policies, 6, 76, 77
represented on Master Plan Survey
Team, 22
source of doctorates for new faculty
in California colleges and uni-
versities. 132
Stanford University, 132
state scholarship program benedcia}
to. 78
student capacities. compared to pro-
jected 1977 enrollments. 38. 39
Caiversity of Southern California.
i32
unused available physical capacity
in, %0-92
variadon in ibrary capaciues. 38
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insdtuuonal Capacites, 32-i14. See
aso drea Needs, Physical Planzs
assumptions, 33
“assured construction.” 35, 96, 90
need for additional public institu-
tons, 98-114
criteria for determining, 99
findings -and recommendations,
109-114
new junior colleges, 104
new state colleges, 106
new University campuses, 107
projections and analyses, 100-104
problems assigned to Technical Com-
mittee, 32
sources of data, 83
student capacities of physical plants,
85-92
as of “
86
capacity in temporary facilities,
86
capacity of library facilities, 37
comparison with projected 1973
graded enrollments, 88, 89
expressed in terms of “full-time”
students, 85
findings and conclusions, 90, 91
relationship between capacity and
projected enrollments, 88, 39
unused capacity for graduate stu-
dents at doctoral level, 90, 91
Technical Committee on, 32
utilization of physical plants, $2-98
methods far increasing, 94
recommendations on, 96-98
space standards for, 92, 95

assured construction,” 35,

Joint Advisory Committee

advisory to Liaison Committee and
Master Plan Survey Team, 24,
25

creation and function of. 24. 36

participant in Master Plan Survey,
22. 24, 15, 36

report on differentiation of functions
of segments of public higher ed-
ucation, {Appendix II}. 36

Survey Team suggests referral to
Co-ordinating Council, 37

MASTER PLAN FOR HIGHER ZDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA

statement on Admission Policies. In-
strucuonai ZFunctions. 2nd Xe-
search, (Appendix II), 208-i1

Joint Staf for the Liaison Committee,

21, 22, 25, 113

Junior Coileges. See also specific topics

suck aos ddmission Policies,
Adult Education, Areg Needs,
Costs of Higher Education, Di-
version of Students, Enrollment
Projections, Faculty Demand,
Physical Plants
admission and retention policies, 60,
70, 76
all high school graduates eligi-
ble, 66, 70
recommended policies, 4, 3, 6, 66,
69, 74-77, 209
adult education, 140, 142, 143
Bureau of Junior College Education,
106

California Junior College Associa-
tion
junior college representative nom-
inated by, 22
source of data for institutional ca-
pacities study, 34
capital outlay cost of selected cam-
puses (table), 160
Co-ordinating Council representa-
tion. 3. 43
cost of selected campuses (table),
160
diversion of students, efect of, 33-
63
doctorates on facuity, 123

enrollment projections. 31-54
comparison tabie, 64
modified, to 1975. 52, 65
status quo, 1o 1975. 51, 33, 24
enroilment ranges recommended. 3.
9, 111
estimated costs of ‘‘tvpical” junior
coileges {table), 162
expenditures. :30-32
funcuons of. {Appeadix II), 33. 36
governing of. 29
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Joint Advisory Committee state-
ment on iunctions, {Appendix
)

admissions poiicies, 209
instructionai functions, 208
research, 210

library capacities of, 87, 38, 91

need for additional facilities, 82,

) 104-106

by State Economic Areas, 49, 82,
91, 104-106, 110
county study by Bureau of Junior
College Education, 106, (note
11)
findings, 109, 110
' recommendations on, 1, 9, 12

organization and control, 29

part of Public School System, 29

per cent of instructional space in
temporary buildings (table), 87

plant capacity, 91

probation, use of, 76

relationship to proposed Co-ordinat-
ing Council, (Figure 2), 40

recommendations concerning the
junior colleges

adult education, 12, 13, 144, 145

area needs, 8, 9, 111, 112

diversion of lower division stu-
dents, 6, 59, 63

enrollment limitations and pro-
jected plant needs, 8, 9, 111,
112

faculty demand and suppiy, 11,
12, 135, 136

function (under proposed consti-
tutional amendment), 1, 2, 41

institutional capacities and utiliza-
tion of physical plants, 7, 8, 96-
98

junior college support, 13, 14, 171

state scholarships and {fellowships,
6, 7

structure. function and co-ordina-
ton, 1-3. 41-34

student fees. 13, 175

validity of entrance requirements,
4, 69

remedial funcron, 66

cepresentauon  on  Co-ordinaung
Councii. 3. 39, +0. <3
State Schoiarship Program. 78. 79
state support of. .3, i4. 168-71
recommended increase. 13. 14. 171
{Appendix I), 197. 198. 203
per cent paid from S3tate School
Fund, 168
transier function, 71. 72
unit costs of, 155, 156
“Late Bloomers,” 76
Legislative Studies, 16-13
Legislature, 1960 Special Session, 15,
Appendix I
Liaison Committee
advisory and representative groups,
(Figure 1), 25
approved establishment of Technical
Committees, 23
created in 1945, 13
Joint Staff of, 115
Master Plan report transmitted to, v
presented Master Plan recommenda-
tions to governing boards, 1
record of recommendations ap-
proved, 19
recommended organization plan for
Master Plan Study, 2!
responsible for Master Plan, I, 19,
21, 22
State Board of Education and The
Regents of the University par-
ties to, 19
statement on functions approved in
principle, 36, (Appeadix II),
208
success of, 19
voluntary co-ordinadon, 19, 20, 21,
2%, 38
weaknesses of present co-ordinating
machinery, 19, 20, 21, 34, 33
Library Capacides. 37, 91
American Library Association stand-
ards, 37. 38
of the segments. 37, 38
Master Plan Recommendations. See
Recommendations of the Mas-
ter Plagn
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Master Plan Survey
dasic issues defore. xi { Preface)
dnancial support. 24
nature of Technical Committee ce-
ports, 26
organization, 21, (Figure %), 25
origin and plan. 20
problems to be studied. 22, 24, 36
differentiation of functions. 24, 36
priority lists for new institutions,
24 :
structure, function, and co-ordina-
tion, 24
staff assistance, 24
structure, function and co-ordina-
tion, 27
one-board plan discussed, 32
Survey Team responsible for re-
port on, 24
Technical Committees, 23
transmittal to Legislature, iii

Master Plan Survey Team. See also
Recommendations
advisors to Technical Committees,
26
belief in validity of recommenda-
tions, preface. xii
conclusions on faculty supply and

demand, 134

conclusions on future outlook for
California higher education,
188-95

conclusions on stgtus quo enroll-
ment projections. 53. 59

conclusions on structure, 32

financial support and staff assistance,
24

formation of team, 21, 22

members, vi, vii, 2§

opinions on organizations of higher
education system. 28-32

recommendations on diversion of
lower division students. 39

relation to Joint Advisory Commit-
tee, 24, 56, (Appendix IT). 207

requirements for selection standards.
4

restricions on earoilment growth,
57-59

Technicai ‘“ommittees responsidle
w0, 22
cransmictai of Ylaster 2lan Report

:0 Liaison Commirttee. 7
use of oint Advisory Committee
Statement or institutionai func-
doms. 36. 57 (Appendix IT', 208
Master’s Degree. See 1so Focuity De-
mand and Supply, Graduate
Program
capacity for expansion at this level,
90
in state colleges, 2, 34, 36, 42
strengthening of programs, 12, 136
Modified Cost Projections, 1635-66. See
also Costs of Higher Education
based on changes recommended in
Master Plan Survey, 165
cost of modified plan to state, 192-

95
difference in annual state appropria-
tions under modified plan

(table), 193
estimated total cost required for
higher education, 166
findings, 167, 168
balf of grand total estimates will be
spent by the University of Cali-
fornia, 166
savings to state, 194
Modified Enrollment Projections, 60.
164, 192. See also Enroilments
conclusions on, 635
enrollment distribution, 61-63
comparison with sfatus quo
(table), 64
National Education Association. $4.
118
National Teacher Placement Associa-
tion, 119
Need for Additional Centers of Public
Higher Education m Cuifornia
(1957), 17, 84
Yew Tvype of College Training (1932),
]
One-Board Plan. 32. 33
Organization and Control. See Siruc-
ture, Function, and Co-ordina-
tion
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“Pacikage” Plan. 33
Physical Plants. Jee wso Area Needs,
Institutional Capacities
“assured construction” capacity. 385.

36. 90
capacity in temporary buildings, 36.
(table). 87

class or room scheduling, 94

findings and conclusions on space
utilization standards, 96

library facilities. 87

methods for increasing utilization,
94

modification of existing space stand-
ards, 95

purposes of study of capacities and
utilizatjon, 92

recommendations on utilization, 96-
98

relation between capacity and pro-
jected enrollments, 38

student capacities of, 85-88

after completion of assured con-

struction, (table), 87

study of year-round use recom-
mended, 8, 98

summer programs recommended. 8,
98 :

unused capacity for doctoral candi-
dates, 90

utilization of, 92

utilization standards, 92, 93

Popuiation Projections, 46-43

Private Colleges and Universities. See
Independent Institutions

Proiessional Fieids

recommendation for study of short-

ages in, 11, 114

“Pubiic Higher Education in Califor-
nia. Functions of the Junior
Colleges. State Colleges. and the
Uhiversity of California.” 36.
(Appendix II), 207

“Public Junior College Svstem: The
Current Situation and Future
Needs.” 106

Recommendations of :he Master Plan.
(Chapter I}

225

action of Leasiature on. r Appendix
I, :98
admission poiicies and procedures.
4, 73-7
adult education in California. i2. i3.
144, 145
approved in principle by State
Board of Education and The
Regents, iii, i, 1
area needs, 8-11, 111-14
considered by 1960 Special Session
of Legislature,
constitutional amendment proposal
on structure, function and co-
ordination. 1-3, 41-44
distribution of lower division stu-
dents, 6, 39, 65
enrollment limitations, 3, 9. 11
faculty demand and suppiy, 11, 12,
135, 136
institutional capacities and area
needs, 7-11, 96-98, 11!-14
enrollment limitations and pro-
jected plant needs, 3-11. 111-14
utilization of physical plants, 7-8,
96-98
junior college support. 13. 14. 171
Liaison Committee clarification ac-
cepted by Survey Team. v
misceilaneous recommendations, 13
number of, xii, 19
other recommendations. 15
projected plant needs, 8-11, {11-i4
purpose of recommendations. xi
retention. 6. 76. 77
requiring legisiative action. (Ap-
pendix I). 197, 198
selection and retention of students.
4-4, 39, 69, 73-77, 79
admission policies and procedures.
4. 73-76
distribution of lower division stu-
dents. 6. 9. 53
measures of vaiidity of entrance
requirements. 4. 69
retention. 4, 76. 7T
state schoiarsiips and feilowships. 5.
79



224 MASTZER PLAN FOR HIGHER EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA

Recommendations of the Master 2lan,
{Chapter I)—conunued
structure. function, and co-ordina-
tion, i-3, 41-44
studenc fees, 14, i5, i74, 1753
submirted without dissenting vote, v
Survey Team belief in validity of,
xi
total estimated costs, 13, 14, 171,
174, 175
junior college support, 13, 171
student fees, 14, 15, 174, 175
utilization of physical plants, 7-8,
96-98
validity of entrance requirements, 4,
69
Regents of the University of Califor-
nia. See University of Cali-
fornia
Report of ¢ Survey of the Needs of
Californig in Higher Education,
1948. (“Strayer Report”), 17,
35, 77, 78, 92, 93, 96, 137, 138
Research
as a cost factor, 147, 148, 154
faculty research authorized in state
colleges, 36, 42, (Appendix I),
201
Joint Advisory Committee statement
on, (Appendix II), 210, 211
source of new faculty, 123, 125
University primary academic agency
for, 37, 43, (Appendix I), 199
University to share library and re-
search facilities, 37, 43
Restudy of the Needs of California in
Higher Education, 1955
authorized by 1953 Legisiature, 17
estimates of future educational ex-
penditures, 190
junior coilege support, 163
on aduit education, 137, 138
plant utiiization recommendations,
92-98
projected costs of higher education.
1635. 164
recommendation on reduction of
lower division earollments. 3.
169

schoiarships, 77

source rerereace Ior insututionai ca-
pacities study, 34. 33

space utilizaton standards. 7. 3. 22.
93, 94, 93. 26. 97, 98

state’s apility o dnance higner ed-
ucation, 177

recommendation on unused capacity
in private institutions, 91

Retention. See also Admissions Poli-

cies, Recommendations, Stu-
dents

annual report by segments recom-
mended, 6, 76, 77 -

greater uniformity in policy and
practices recommended, 6, 76,
X

“late bloomers,” 76

probation and dismissal practices of
the segments, 76

Scholarships, 77-79

actions by 1960 Legislature on Mas-
ter Plan Recommendation, (Ap-
pendix I), 204

cost and number of awards provided
in 1959-60, 7

graduate fellowships proposed, 78

means of assisting promising stu-

dents, 78
reasons for recommending program
expansion, 78

recommendations on, 79
Restudy and Strayer Report recom-
mendations for, 77, 78
State Schoilarship Commission, 7
State Scholarship Program
adopted in 1953, 78
effect on independent institutions,
78
effect on junior colleges. 79
legisiative action, on, {(Appendix
I), 204
purposes of Survey Team recom-
mendations for expansion, 73
recommendations. 9
Scholastic Aptitude Tests, 91. 92. ioot-
note p. 7
Selection. See ddmissions Policies,
Recommendations, Students
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Senate Bill No. 33. {Appendix I), :99-
203. See uiso Donanoe Act
Space Standards. JSee drea Veeds,
Physical Plants
State Advisory Committee on Aduit
Educaton. See ddwit Educarion
State Board of Education. See also
Ligison Committee
and Superintendent of Public In-
struction, 29, 30
approval of adult education recom-
mendations, 138
approval of all recommendations of
the “Strayer Report,” 17
approval of general plan for the
Master Plan Survey, 22
approval of Master Plan recommen-
dations, iii, 1
authority over state colleges, 29
chief state policy body concermed
with junior college, 38, 41
commendation of by California As-
sembly, 21
endorsement of A.C.R. No. 88, 20
joint actions with The Regents. 20
members “first trustees’” of State
College System, 2, 42
party to the Liaison Committee, 18

State Council on Educational Planning
and Co-ordination, 18

State Colleges. See also specific topics
such as Admissions Policies,
Area Needs, Costs of Higher
Education, Enrollment Projec-
tions, Faculty Demand, Physi-
cal Plants

admissions policies and procedures,
70-72

admissions recommendations, 4, 73-
76

adult education, 13744

allocation of students, 79-31

constitutional amendment proposed,
1. 2, 41, 42

controi of, 29

co-ordination structure proposed
{Figure 2), 10

cost of seiected campuses {tabie),
161

:7€

-y o

costs per student credit hour
(taples), 133-39

criteria for selecting appiicants. 30,
31

definition of {unctions. 2. 3. 36. 42,
+3. See aiso Appendiz [, 199

diversion of lower division students,
39

doctoral degree proposal, 2, 3, 36,
42, 199, 201, 208, 209

eligibility of students for higher ed-
ucation (Figure 4), 73

enroliment distribution and growth,

52-83

conclusions, 39, 63

modified projections, 60-65

recommendation on reduction of
lower division enrollment, 6, 59

status quo projections (tables),
51, 33, 34, 36

enrollment ranges recommended, 8,
9, 111

expenditures, 1948-49 to 1957-38,
152, 153

faculty characteristics, 122

faculty salaries- and “fringe bene-
fits,” 12, 117, 125, 136

faculty supply and demand, 12, 117,
121, 125, 126, 128, 130, 132,
135, 136

comparison of supply and demand
of doctoral degree holders
(tabie), 130
findings, 132
projections of demand (table),
121
projections of ne: supply (table),
128
recommendations, 133, 136
fee recommendations, 14. !
functions. 1. 2, 36, 42, {Appendix
II)

Joint Advisory Committee State-
ment on functions, 36. 37, (Ap-
pendix II), 208-il

imitation on new campuses estab-
iisned before junior ccilege fa-
ciiities provided. 3. !11

~s e
i, 219
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State coileges—ontinued

masters degree, 2, 34, 38, +2, 90,
136
need for “‘efliciency of {reedom,” 28,
30
need for new, 107
new campuses recommended, 10,
112, 113. (See aiso Appendiz,
198)
organization; 29
per cent of new faculty holding doc-
torates, 117, 123
recommendations concerning the
state colleges
adult education, 12, 13, 144, 145
distribution of lower division stu-
dents, 6, 59
enrollment limitations and pro-
jected plant needs, 8-11, 111-14
facuity demand and supply, 11,
12, 135, 136
measures of validity of entrance
requirements, 4, 69
selection and retention of stu-
dents, 4-6, 69, 73-77
state scholarships and fellowships,
6, 79
structure, function, and co-ordi-
nation, 1-3, 41-44
student fees, 14, 15, 174, 175
utilization of physical plants, 7, 8,
96-98
validity of entrance requirements,
4, 67-69
recruitment problems, 111
relationship to proposed Co-ordinat-
ing Council, (Figure 2), 40
representation on  Co-ordinating
Coundil, 3, 43, Appendix I
requirements for out-of-state appli-
cants, 3, 75
research, 2, 36, 42. (See also Ap-
pendizes [ and [I), 201, 210
selection and retention of studeats,
44, 69, 73-77
State College System, 2, 3, 42, 43
full-time equivalent of state-wide
personnel for, 30

State Economic Areas, <9, 32, 106,
113
state scholarsnips and Zeilowships,
li=q
teacher education. 2, 42
transier students, 71, 72
Trustees of State College System, 2,
3, 42, 33, Appendix I
unit operating costs, i34, 153, 157-
59
State Department of Finance. See
Cdlifornia State Department of
Finance
State Economic Areas, 47, 49. See
dso Area Needs
area needs by, 82
defined, 47
findings, 109, 110
junior college needs, 91, 104-106,
109-12
listed, 49
rate of increase in high school grad-
uates, 101-103, 109, 110
state college needs, 106, 109-110, 113
University facilities needs, 107, 108,
113
used in projecting college enroll-
meants, 47, 49, 101, 103, 110
State Public Works Board, 106
State Scholarships. See Scholarships
State School Fund, 13, 140, 171. See
also Junsor Colleges
State Superintendent oi Public In-
struction, 13, 17, 21, 29
Status Quo Cost Projections, 164-63.
See also Costs of Higher Edu-
cation
cost of status quo plan to State,
192-95
estimated total cost of higher edu-
cauon, :963-66 to 1975-76
(table), 163
findings. 167, 168
half of grand totai estimates wiil be
spent by the University, 166
procedure Ior, .64
Stasus Quo Enroilment Projecuons,
47-39. See also Enroillments
assumptions controlling, 30-32
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by State Economic Areas, +7, 49

distortions revealed by, 3

distribucion of full-time enroilment -

orojections 0 1957 ({basic
table), 31

findings based on, 33-37

for existing and authorized state col-
leges (table), 36

for existing and authorized Univer-
sity campuses (table), 57

‘“grade progression” method. 47

growth in full-time enroilment by
segment, between 1958 and
1975 (table), 53

indicate immediate need for two
new state colleges, 106

prepared by Department of Finance,
47

recommended diversion of projected
lower division enroilment, 59

trends in full-time enroilment, by
level and segment, 1958 and
1975 (table), 54

use of for cost projection, 164

“Strayer Report.” See Report of a

Survey of the Needs of Califor-

nig in Higher Education

Structure, Function, and Co-ordina-
tion, 27-44. See aiso Higher Ed-
ucation, Liaison Committee,
Recommendations of the Mas-
ter Plan

agreement on ‘“compact,” 27, 33, 34

conclusions on structure, 32

consideration of “one-board,” “super-
board,” and “parallel boards”
plans, 32, 33

control and organization of the jun-
ior colleges, state coileges, and
University of California, 29-32

differential functions of the three
public segments. 34, 4144

“efficiency of freedom,” 27, 28

Joint Advisory Committee report on
functions, 36, 37, Appendix IT

machinery of co-ordination. 19, 20,
38, 40

needs and desires of each segment.
27

(18]
9
~3

g -

opijectives of Survey Team. 27
proposed consuitutionai amendment.
2041
recommendation. 41-14
Survey Team brief statement on
funcuons, 36, Appendix II

Students. See aiso Enroilment, Physi-

cal Plants

admission policies and procedures,
70-76

allocation among institutions, 79-81

characteristics in adult education,
142

criteria for selecting, 80. 31

diversion of lower division students,
169

eligibility for higher education (fig-
ure), 73

encouragement of graduate students,
79, 133

fees, 14, 17275

full-time equivalent students, 7,
(footnote 9), 120

full-time fall enrollments. by seg-
ment, 1948-1958 (table), 46

full-time students, 119, 120

getting best students in appropriate
institutions, 77

pay for housing, feeding, parking,
173

persistence in college, 68

problem of numbers, Chapter IV,
66-31

problem of quality, Chapter V. 66-
81

resident and nonresident, 14, 173

scholarships. 77-7

selection and retention. 3-6. 6§7. 76.

i1
continuance in coilege, 57-69
rate of dismissai. 57. 69
scholastic success. 57-69
standing on tests. 57-40
student capacities of dhvsicai siants.
35-38
summer zrograms recommended. 3.
98
transfer students. ;1. 72

Luition, i<, i72-7

S



228 MASTER PLAN FOR HIGHER EDUCATION IN CALIFORNTA

Stugv of Facwitv Demand and Suoply
= Cwifornia digher EZducation,
1957-1970, 34, 113, 118, .22.
136

Study of the Need for Additional Cen-
ters of Public Higher Education
# Califormia, 1957, 17, 34, 100

“Study on New Staf in Junior Col-
leges, 1957-38 and 1958-39,”
123

Summer Programs, 3, 98

“Suzzallo Report,” 17

Teacher Supply and Demand in Uni-
versities, Colleges, and Junior
Colleges, 1957-58 and 1958-59,
118, 124

Technical Committee

approval of, 23

areas of study, 23, 24

list of, vifi, 25

on adult education. See Staze Advi-
sory Committee on Adult Edu-
cation

on California’s ability to finance
higher educadion, 176, 188

on costs of higher education, 146.
188

on enrollment projections, 47

on institutional capacities and area
needs, 82

on selection and retention of stu-
dents, 66-63. 80

reports of. xvii. 26

responsibie to Master Plan Survey
Team. 24

Temporary Facilities. 86

Transfer Students, 71, 72

Trimester Plan. 3. 95, 98

Trustees. See State Colleges

Tuition. See Fees

University of California. See also spe-
cific topics such as Admission
Policies. 4duit Education, drea
NYeeds, Costs, Enrolments, Fac-
uity Demand and Suoplv, In-
stitutionai Capacities. Liatson
Commizttee. Recommendations.
Structure, Function, and Co-
ordination

academic senate. 31
authority by deiegauon irom The
Regents, 31
administration and organization. 2.
31. 32, 42. See aiso Appendiz [,
199
admission poiicies ind orocedures.
70-76
adult education, 137-44
allocation of students, 79-81
Berkeley Campus
projections for
completion of 3 campuses approved
in 1957, and target enrollments
recommended, 10, 113. See also
Appendiz I, 199
chencellors of the campuses, 31
characteristics of new faculty ap-
pointees, 122-24
constitutional amendment proposed
1, 2, 41, 42
constitutional autonomy of, 31
Co-ordinating Council, representa-
tion on, 3, 43. See also dppen-
diz I, 202
co-ordination structure proposed
(Figure 2), 40
cost of selecced campuses (tables),
161, 162
costs per student credit-hour (tables),
153-59
criteria suggested for selecting ap-
plicants, 30, 81
diversion of lower division students.
57-59, 60-65, 79-31, 169
doctoral degree proposal, 3. 36. 37.
43. See also Appendixzes [ and
11, 199, 201. 208, 209
eligibility of siudents (Figure +).
173
enrollment distribution and growth.
52-63
comparison of status quo and
mod:fied projections {table). 54
conclusions ind recommendations.
39. 63
modified projections. 60-63
status quo croiections. <7-39
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enroilment ranges recommended for
campuses. 3. 3, 111

expenditures, totai. 1948-49 to 1957-
38, 153, 154

Extension Division. 140

facuity characteristics, 122-24

faculty saiaries and “{ringe Denedts”
12, 117, 125, 136

faculty supply and demand, 11, 12,
115-36

comparison of projected supply

and demand of doctoral degree
holders (tabie), 130

findings, 132

projections of demand (table),
121 .

projections of net supply (table),
123

recommendations, 135, 136
fee recommendations, 14, 174, 175
functions, definition of, 2, 3, 36, 42,
43
graduate training recommendations,
11, 12, 135, 136
Joint Advisory Committee
representation on, 24, 25, (Figure
1)
statement on differentiation of
functions, 36, 37, 139, Appendix
I
limitation on program of new cam-
puses established before junior
college facilities provided, 8,
111
need for new campuses, 107-109

new campuses recommended, 10, 11,
113, 114, See also Appendixz [,
198
President of the University, 31
and aduit education co-ordination,
13, 139, 144
representative on recommended
Co-ordinating Council, 3. 43
to sit with state college trustees
in advisory capacity, 2, 41. See
aiso Appendiz I, 200
professional felds studies by Uni-
versity recommended, 11, 114.
See also Appendiz [, 199

229

recommendations concerning :che
University
aduit educauon. 12, 3. 144, 135
area needs, 3-11, !11-14
distribution of lower division stu-
dents. 6, 39. A5
enroilment limitations and pro-
jected piant needs, $-11, ili,
113, 114
faculty demand and supply, 1!,
12, 135. 136
measures of validity of entrance
requirements, 4, 69
selection and retention of stu-
dents, 4-6, 69, 73-77
state scholarships and fellowships,
6, 79
structure, function and co-ordina-
tion, 1-3, 4144
student fees, 14, 15, 174, 175
utilization of physical plants, 7,
8, 96-98
validity of entrance requirements,
4, 67-69
relationships to proposed Co-ordi-
nating Council (Figure 2), 40
research, University primary state-
supported academic agency for,
2, 36, 45. See also Appendixes
Iand II, 199, 211

responsible for instruction in liberal
arts and teacher education, 2,
43. See also Appendix [, 199
state scholarships and fellowships,
77-79
The Regents. 2, 31, 42. See daso
Ligison Commitiee
and adult education co-ordination.
13. 138. 144
appointive with long terms. 31
approved Master Plan recommen-
dationms. iii, 1
approved recommendation 0 pro-
vide for use of library and re-
search ‘acilities bv *<acuity of
other higher institutions. 3. 3.
See aiso Appendiz . 199
considered one-poard proposal. 32
governing body for University. 31
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University of California-—-:ontinued
The Regents—continued
party to Liaison Committee, :9

requested by Legisiature to make
Master Plan Study, ii

transfer studeats, 71, 72

unit operating costs, 154, 155, 157-
59

Jnited States Cffice of Zducauon. 34,
118, 134

Utilization of Classrooms. See lysi.
cas Plants

Validity of Entrance Requirements, 4,
67-89

Voluntary co-ordination, 19, 20, 21, 28,
38

Will California Pay the Bill? 188-95

Survey Team conclusions, 194-36

rinted i® CALIPORNIA STATE PRINTING OPPICE

=670 850 [2-&9 SO0



	Contents (Linked)
	Preface
	Chapter  I
	Chapter  II
	Chapter  III
	Chapter  IV
	Chapter  V
	Chapter  VI
	Chapter  VII
	Chapter  VIII
	Chapter  IX
	Chapter  X
	Chapter  XI
	Appendix  I
	Appendix  II
	Index

